lﬂf\ U.S. Department of Justice
)4 N\ National Institute of Corrections

Victim
Offender
MEDIATION

Conflict Resolution and Restitution



VI CTI M OFFENDER MEDI ATI ON:

Conflict Resolution and Restitution

Mark S. Unbreit
Pr esi dent
National Victim O fender
Reconciliation Resource Center

PACT Institute of Justice
Val parai so, |ndiana

Sept enber 15, 1985

This project was supported by contract nunber C ADM 85-008 from
the National Institute of Corrections, U S. Departnent of
Justice. Points of view or opinions stated in this docunent are
those of the author and do not necessarily represent the officia

position or policies of the US. Departnent of Justice.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Abst ract v
Acknow edgnent s vi
Chapter |: HSTORY OF CONCEPT 1
Chapter |1: KEY ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM

5
-Coal Carification 6
-Case Referral 8
-Case Screenin 8
-Prelimnary Victim Ofender Contact 9

-Joint Victim Offender Meeting 10
-Rol e of Mediator 11
-Case Fol | owup 13
Chapter I11: REPLICATION OF CONCEPT 14
-National Survey 14
-Val parai so, |Indiana 16
-M nneapol is, Mnnesota 17
-Quincy, Massachusetts 17
-Batavia, New York 18
Chapter V. VORP RESEARCH FI NDI NGS 20
- Research Questions 20
-Data Sets 20
-Consuner Perception of Goals 21
-Offender Participation 22
-Victim Participation 23
-Consuner Perception of Process 23
-Consumer Perception of Justice 25
-Qutcomes of VORP Process 26
-VORP As Alternative to Incarceration 26
- Canadi an Resear ch 27

-Rel at ed Research 29



Chapter V. KEY REPLICATION | SSUES 31

-Coal Carification 3l
-Comunity Support 32
- Fundi ng Base 33
- Target Popul ation 34
- Program Design 35
- Management | nformation System 38
-Mediation Training 39
Chapter VI:  FUTURE | NMPLI CATIONS 41
-Use of Co-Mediators 41
-Fol lowup Victim Ofender Meetings 42
-Violent Ofenses 43
-Broader Networki ng 44
-Urban/Mil ti-Cultural Settings 44
-Qther Correctional Settings 46

APPENDI X

A List of Programs Providing or Developing Victim Offender Mediation
and Reconciliation-Services by State

Fol lowup Victim Offender Meetings
Summary of VORP Process, Meeting Agenda, Forns of Restitution
Flow Chart of VORP Process

o O w

E. National VORP Managenent |nformation System
F. Sanple VORP Contract
G. Sanple VORP Role Play

v



ABSTRACT

During the past decade, programs providing victim offender nediation
and reconciliation services have been initiated in a grow ng nunber of
conmuni ties. Through the application of both conflict resolution and
restitution techniques, victims and offenders are given the opportunity to

confront each other in the presence of a trained mediator. Victins have
an opportunity to get answers to many lingering questions and to let the
of fender know how they felt about their behavior. O fenders are held

personal |y accountable and are able to take responsibility for repairi n?
sone of the damage caused by their crimnal behavior. Mny of these |oca
efforts are called Victim Ofender Reconciliation Programs (VORPS). They
represent one of the few community correctional programs that work jointly
with victims and of fenders.

The purpose of this monograph is to examne the fol | owing: how the
VORP concept specifically, as one of the nost developed models in the
victim offender nmediation field, originated; the basic program el enents;
replication issues and efforts; research  findings; and future
i nplications. The monograph draws primarily upon the experience, program
materials, surveys and research of the National Victim Ofender
Reconciliation Resource Center of the PACT Institute of Justice in
Val parai so, |ndiana.

Wi le certainly not neant for all victinms and offenders, the victim
of fender nediation and reconciliation process has benefitted many who have
participated in it. At a time when increasing concern is being expressed
about the role of victins in the justice system the process of mediatin
victim of fender conflict can provide a unique opportunity for intereste
victine to become directly involved in the sanctioning process of the
?ffender.vvno violated them It nmay also relieve some of their fear and
rustration.
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CHAPTER I: HISTORY OF CONCEPT

Programs providing victim offender mediation and reconciliation
services facilitate face-to-face meetings between those individuals whose
property (or, at times, person) has been violated and the criminal
perpetrator. During this meeting, conducted in the presence of a trained
staff person or volunteer mediator, the facts and feelings associated with
the offense are discussed and a mutually acceptable restitutution
agreement negotiated. While there is considerable diversity in the manner
in which local communities choose to develop their own programs (addressed
in subsequent chapters of this monograph), it is important to begin with a
historical understanding of the context out of which the victim offender
reconciliation concept developed.

From the beginning it should be made clear that facilitation of
face-to-face meetings between victims and their specific offender is not a
phenomenon that is exclusive to what is now known as the Victim Offender
Reconciliation Program, or "VORP," as well as related projects. In the
early 1970s the Minneapolis Restitution Center operated as a residential
alternative to continued incarceration for certain property offenders.
This project received a great deal of national attention and recognition
because of its focus upon facilitating restitution payments by offenders
to their victims through face-to-face meetings in the presence of one of

the program counselors. The nature of these meetings was quite
utilitarian, focusing upon how much restitution was owed and how soon it
could be paid. Despite the nationwide interest in this pioneering

restitution effort, the program was 1later terminated by the Minnesota
Department of Corrections because referrals had dropped significantly as a
result of new leadership and policies of the Parole Board. Therefore the
costs of operating a twenty-four hour staffed residential center could not
be justified. Restitution efforts continued as an additional function of
certain Court Services and Probation staff, but no longer from the base of
a residential program. Conducting victim offender meetings apparently did
not continue. ' -

Again during the early and mid-1970s, a significant number of
juvenile offenders in Oklahoma who had a restitution responsibility also
had some level of victim contact, either through a brief meeting or a
letter. The impact of such victim contact upon 135 juvenile offenders is
documented in a research study, a doctoral dissertation by Leonard J.
Guedalia, in 1979, He found that those juveniles with a restitution
responsibility who had some contact with their victim (presumably far less
than in VORP) had significantly 1lower recidivism rates than similar
juveniles who had no victim contact. There was no "VORP" in Oklahoma at
this time, nor were there many VORP-type programs in other jurisdictions.
In his concluding comments, Guedalia stated that more direct victim
offender contact, in appropriate cases, should probably be encouraged,
given the very positive findings of his research. More about this
research is highlighted in Chapter IV,

While providing on-site technical assistance to local organizations
developing new Victim Offender Reconciliation Programs in LaCrosse and
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, this author learned that two judges had ordered
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certain offenders to neet their victimand pay restitution. Both efforts
were adm ni stered by probation staff but apparently fizzled out over tine
because victims were unwilling to participate. Qher attenEts by loca
courts and probation staff to have selected offenders meet their victim
usual Iy to discuss restitution, have occurred as well

Wil e the concept of having offenders neet their victins is obviously
not entirely new, what is quite unique is the move away fromthe al nost
exclusively utilitarian goal of restitution collection to a broader
interpersonal conflict resolution goal. This is best exenplified by the

ioneering Victim Offender Reconciliation Program effort i1n Kitchener,

tario. To sone, this mght not seem a significant distinction,
particularly since restitution is collected no matter which goal is
enphasi zed.  To many VORP practitioners and advocates, however, there
exi sts a fundamental  difference between a program which focuses
exclusively upon the utilitarian goal of restitution collection and a
program which attenpts first to facilitate some degree of reconciliation
of the conflict between the two parties through encouraging honest
expression of feelings and clarification of facts related to the crimna
event. Wile negotiation and paynent of restitution is an inportant part
of any program providing victimoffender reconciliation services, it tends
to be viewed as sinply a tangible synbol of the reconciliation which has
occurred.

Al'though a specific VORP meeting may result in a very lenient and,
ﬁerhaps, unclear restitution agreenent one mght still consider it to be a

igh quality case if the initial process of clarifying facts and feelings
went exceptional |y wel | . In a purely utilitarian programsuch a case
mght be viewed quite unfavorable since only a small portion of the ful
amount of victimlosses may have been paid by the offender as a result of
the nutually agreed upon restitution contract.

There is no question that this enphasis upon reconciliation and
inter-personal conflict resolution is a result of the strong religious
roots of the victim offender reconciliation concept. Both the first VORP
project in Kitchener, Ontario, and the initial replication in the United
States, beginnin? in Elkhart, Indiana, were the direct result of the
creative vision of Mennonite probation officers and community vol unteers.
This vision was rooted in their religious convictions to apply peacemaking
at a very personal level as an alternative to the frequent
depersonalization, frustration and trauma engendered by the crimna
justice system Howard Zehr of the Mennonite Central Commttee Office of
Crimnal Justice, one of the early founders of VORP in Elkhart, enphasized
this strong | religious value base of VORP in one of the initial panphlets
describing the program

The Biblical perspective thus seens to view crine as a rupture, a
wound in the health of the comunity that nust be heal ed. The
enphasi s is upon healing -- reestablishing right relationships --
through reparation rather than retribution. The aimis to restore
persons to commwnity. This neans too that the Bible is concerned
about the feelings wunderlying an offense. The ennmities --
frustrations, angers and hostilities caused by crime -- nust be
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addressed for the crime to be "solved". This also inplies that

all of us, offenders, victims and the community at large, have a
responsibility in this healing process.

Wiile the continuing interest and commtment of crimnal justice
professional s and community volunteers to devel oping local prograns to
provi de victimoffender reconciliation services has long since branched
out into a rather diverse constituency, reflecting other religious
traditions as well as primarily secular values, recognition nust be given
to the enormously creative influence of the Mennonite faith in pioneering
this reform Once again the religious community has played a very
influential role in advocating an inportant reform just as it has with a
nunber of other  crimnal justice reforms, including the initial
devel opment of probation services and hal f-way houses. Having said this,
Let us now | ook closely at precisely how and why VORP first began in
Canada.

KITCHENER, ONTARIO

The initial project in Kitchener, Ontario, originated as a joint
effort of the Waterl oo Region Probation Department and the |ocal Mennonite
Central Commttee, a chapter of a national and international social
service agency of the Mennonite and Brethren in Christ Churches. [In My
of 1974, rk”Yantzi, a Mennonite probation officer for the Waterl oo
Region, was asked by a local judge to prepare a pre-sentence report for
two young of fenders who had just pleaded guilty to twenty-two different
charges 1n a well publicized case involving damage to cars, slashing of
tires, and breaking w ndows. This night of drunken vandalismresulted in
a great deal of frustration and anger within the Kitchener conmmunity,
including the several churches and stores that had been victim zed.
Havi ng been partially persuaded earlier by the belief of Dave Wrth of MXC
that reconciliation of victimoffender conflicts mght work, Yantzi and
Wrth decided that this specific case mght be just the one necessary to
test the concept. Wiile Judge McConnell was certainly not overly
optimstic about the probable results of such an encounter, he did
sentence both youths to probation and required themto nake restitution
through a face-to-face neeting with their victims. The two young
offenders met with all of their twenty-two victins except two who had
moved, The first sentence of its kind in Canada, Judge MConnell, as well
as Yantzi and Wrth, was so inpressed with the potential value of this
experiment that the first "Victim Ofender Reconciliation Project" on the
North American continent was |aunched shortly thereafter.

While this initial VORP grew out of a joint public and private sector
initiative, it was entirely admnistered by a private conmunity based
or gani zati on. Wthin a relatively short period of time, VORP began to be

replicated bza many public and private sector agencies in different
provinces of Canada.



ELKHART, INDIANA

It was not until 1978 that the concept of victim offender
reconciliation began to take formin the United States. Once again, as
the result of the efforts of several |ocal probation officers and the
Mennoni te Church, VORP began to develop on a very small scale in northern
Indiana in El khart County, a community of approximately 137, 000.
Probation officers Lonnie Buerge and Steve MIler, along with Howard Zehr
of the Mennonite Central Commttee, began to experinent with the VORP
Brocess with a limted number of cases referred by Judge WIliam
ontrager. Havi n? visited the programin Kitchener, they understood the
basic procedures for processing these initial cases.

Simlar to Kitchener, the cases in El khart also yielded good results
for both victim and offenders.  The Primary concern of these early VORP
advocates related to reconciliation of victim offender conflict apFear ed
to be working out quite well. Wile the initial VORP project in Elkhart
began in the Probation Ofice, within a very short period of tine it
becane obvious to both probation staff and Zehr that VORP needed a
comunity based organization to directly sponsor it so that it could
receive the necessarg attention required to fully develop such a program
In addition, it was Dbelieved, that the actual process of nediation required
third ﬁarty neutral citizen volunteers, rather than probation officers who
mght have a conflict of interest and certainly had little extra tinme for
new programs because of high casel oads.

During the process of trying to identify an appropriate community
based group to sponsor VORP, the initial VORP activists in El khart |earned
of the PACT (Prisoner and Community Together) organization based in
Mchigan Gty, Indiana. PACT had a significant amount of experience in

devel opi ng and administering community correctional programs in several
locations of northern Indiana at that tine. Follow ng several discussions
with PACT, a decision was made to establish a local chapter, to be known
as Elkhart County PACT. Through its existing network of funding contacts,
PACT was able to secure sone initial resources to suppl ement those
committed fromthe local comunity froma Mennonite congregation.

Later PACT was able to secure a large nulti-year out-of-state
foundation grant to fully develop the program  As a result of the joint
effort of the initial VORP founders in El khart and the |arger PACT
organi zation, the first VORP project in the US. grew froma smll,
fledgli ng, and rather disorganized program into a hig Ig prof essi onal and
wel | funded effort. It nowwas able to provide a solid base of experience
and document& on for later replication of VORP programs in nany other
jurisdictions of the United States, as well as England and several other
countries. .

As the programin El khart continued to mature, a joint decision was
made by El khart County PACT and the |arger PACT organization to separatel
incorporate the Elkhart chapter as a totallK i ndependent | oca
organi zat i on. In the fall of 1984 the former El khart County PACT which

pioneered the first VORP in the United States became the Center for
Communi ty Justi ce.



CHAPTER II: KEY ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM

The ponceﬁt of victim offender reconciliation through a face-to-face
nEet|n? with the assistance of a trained nediator is one of the nore
unusual applications of conflict resolution techniques. Medi ation and
conflict resolution programs addressing a wide range of disputes are
becom ng wi dely endorsed, developing in nany | ocations throughout the
country, as evidenced by recent dispute resolution program directories
published by the Anerican Bar Association and the National Institute for
Di spute Resol ution. For sone within the broader conflict resolution
novenent, there appears to be a tacit assunption that the techniques for
resolvin% I nt er - personal conflicts can only work effectively with
relatively mnor neighborhood or civil disputes, through pre-trial or even
pre-system intervention.

Many of these "relatively mnor disputes" can involve quite intense
and emotionally charged inter-personal conflict, despite the fact that a

crime has not fornally been commtted. However, the thought of
intervening in serious crimnal conflict still seenms |nappropriate or
irrelevant to a large nunber of dispute resolution advocates and
practitioners. Yet, there exists a small but steadily increasing

nati onw de network of private and public organizations which are applying"
many of the same nediation skills at resolving the enotional trauma and
material loss left in the wake of serious crimnal behavior, such as the
felony offenses of theft, burglary and a sel ect nunber of violent crinmes
in some programs. (Specific program characteristics of many of the nearly
fifty (50) sites providing victim offender reconciliation services wll be
identified in the next chapter.)

Through the process of nediating victim offender conflict, anger and
frustration can be reduced; offenders can be held accountable for their
behavior in a very real and personalized way; victins can receive materia
assi stance; and sone offenders can be diverted frominitial or continued
incarceration in local jails or state correctional facilities. Application
of conflict resolution techniques in the context of crimnal behavior is
certainly not neant for all victins and offenders. Nor is it neant to
replace the fine work being done by so many pre-trial civil nediation
programs. Rather, the growing nationwide interest in nediation of victim
of fender conflict, whenever appropriate, represents a small, but creative
presence within the broader dispute resolution field

Wth the high volune of crime present in nearly every conmunity, many
citizens find themselves participants in the crimnal justice process.
Wth rare exception, victins are placed in a totally passive position,
oftenti mes not even receiving basic assistance or information. Cfenders
are rarely able to understand or be confronted with the human di nension of
their crimnal behavior. As a result, anger, frustration and conflict are
often increased through the justice process. o

Contrary to the frequent depersonalization of both victins and
of fenders in the crimnal justice system the victim offender
reconciliation process draws upon some rather old fashioned principles
which recognize that crime is, fundanentally, against people - not Just
the State.  Rather than placing the victimin a passive role and
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reinforcing an adversarial dynamc which results in little enotional
closure for the victimand little, if any, direct accountability by the
of fender to the person they have wonged, VORP facilitates a very active
and personal process to work at conflict resolution for both victimand
offender. In doing so, VORP represents a rather unique programw thin the
larger crinminal justice system Few others would choose to work with both
victims and of fenders.

Wi le-there is significant diversity among programs providing victim
of fender mediation and reconciliation services (many of which do not
formally call thenselves “VORP') for the purposes of describing the basic
proPra_m enphasis will be placed upon the early VCRP devel opment efforts
In [ndiana. In addition, reference will continue to be nmade to "VORP" as a
sinple way of representing the larger network of |ocal prograns providing
victim of fender nediation and reconciliation services. [t s not,
however, to suggest that all such programs are equally characteristic of
the initial VORP nodel and phil osophy, or even that they knew of the
initial VORP in Indiana when developing their own program

For those crimnal justice professionals and comunity vol unteers
interested in developing a VORP-type 1proj ect in their own commnity, the
most thorough resource available i's_The VORP Book, a 200 page techni cal
assi stance nmanual which can be obtained through the National Victim
O fender Reconciliation Resource Center of the PACT Institute of Justice,
106 N. Franklin, Valparaiso, Indiana, 46383. Devel oped by Howard Zehr and
other PACT staff involved in the first VORP in El khart, Indiana, this
manual covers every essential aspect of the VORP program including a
detailed overview of the process; an organizer's handbook; a volunteer's
handbook; nediator training procedures; and case managenent procedures,
including sanple forms and suppl emental reading on the victim experience
and related issues. This nonograph, however, wll provide sinply a brief
description of several key characteristics of the VORP nodel. Specific
areas to be addressed include goal clarification; case referral; case
screeni n?; prelimnary nmeetings wth offenders and victins;, the joint
}/i |cltimo fender neeting; the role of the mediator; and case monitoring and
ol | ow up.

GOAL CLARIFICATION

There exist a nunber of different possible beneficiaries of the
victimof fender nediation process. Because of this, programs providing
victim offender mediation and reconciliation services may attenpt to
simul taneously achieve multiple, if not conflicting, goals. The result of
this occuring{ can be Dboth confusing and dysfunctional to |ocal VORP
program devel opment .

During the initial years of VORP in Elkhart, the programcertainly
fell into this trap. However, it soon became obvious that a significant
amount of work was necessary in order to clarify and prioritize goals.
The list of VORP related goals that was devel oped included: providing an
alternative to jail or prison incarceration, reconciliation of victim
offender conflict; rehabilitation of the offender; crime prevention;
strengt heni ng of fender  accountability,  restitution paynent;  and
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strengthening of victim services. As a result of this process of
identifying, clarifying and prioritizing goals, the goal of reconciliation
emerged as primary and still remains. The other goals (all very
desirabl e) represent possi bl e secondary out cones. Yet the basic

underlying goal and justification of VORP is reconciliation. Howard Zehr
in Chapter I'l of The VORP Book nakes this vividly clear:

\\¢ have decided that our first goal is reconciliation. W realize
that this is an unusual goal in crimnal justice circles, and that
it is adifficult goal to define and measure. However it is
defi ned, though, we nean that our first priority is on
rel ationships: we focus on the relational aspects of crinme.
Attitudes, feelings, and needs of both victimand offender nust be
taken very seriously. Healing is inportant. This does not 'mean
that we do not want the other things to happen as well; in fact,
we do our best to help them occur. Wiile working at the
I nterpersonal goal of reconciliation, for exanple, we try to work
at a nore systemc level by striving to be an alternative to
incarceration. However, we are clear that reconciliation is our
first focus, and this has a nunber of inportant inplications. for
Program design and operation: the style of nediation, the way we
ol 'ow up on cases, even how we define a case, are all shaped by
that goal .

As Zehr points out, defining and measuring "reconciliation" is
difficult. It remains a major need within the larger VORP novenment. In
the comng years it is likely that one or nore research efforts will be
addressing this issue, At this point, there would appear to be at |east
seven inportant elenments. of reconciliation, many of which overlap to sone
extent. These include:

1) Ofender awareness of the victimas a person rather than an
obj ect.

2) Victimawareness of the offender as a person rather than a
"crimnal",

3) O fender understanding of the victims feelings of anger and
frustration. . o

4) Victim understanding of the offender's notivation. o
5) Ffender's direct or indirect expression of remorse and victim
accept ance. .

a)  Negotiation and conpletion of a nutually acceptable
restitution plan.

7) Victimand offender satisfaction with the VORP process and
out cones.



CASE REFERRAL

Once goal clarification occurs for the new VORP program actual case
referral criteria and procedures become major operational issues. Cases
are usually referred into VORP by the court and probation department. At
times, public defenders or prosecutors mght nmake referrals as well.  The
initial VORP in El khart did not have any firmreferral criteria related to
specific offense categories. As such, in the early years they received a
w de range of nisdenmeanor and felony of fenses, including sone very mnor
of fenses such as petty theft and shoplifting. Wil e a handful of
non-property offenses (i.e.,assault and battery) were referred to the
Elkhart program the vast majority of cases were vandalism theft and
.burgllzliry of unoccupied dwellings (homes or businesses) commtted by
j uveni | es.

Wth the growi ng concern anmong sone VORP advocates as to whether or
not VORP was sinply widening and strengthening the already rather
extensive net of social control within Anerican society, as research has
I ndicated so frequently occurs with comunity correctional prograns and
"alternatives", a nunber of VORP projects began to tighten up their
referral criteria.  Wth reconciliation remaining as the primary goal,
such progranms adopted the secondary goal for VORP, by itself or in
conjunction with other sanctions, to have some inpact as an actual
alternative to initial or continued incarceration of certain offenders.

Even those individuals nost committed to VORP serving as a substitute
for incarceration recognized that at best this mght be possible in only a
portion of VORP cases, perhaps no nore than 50% of all cases referred,
unless a programgave up the primary goal of reconciliation. Thi's
required trying to identify jail or prison bound offenders who m ght be
good candidates for VORP. Rat her than being able to precisely identify
all such cases, what occurred usually involved focusing upon case
referrals in such categories as the felony offenses of theft and burglary,
while also restricting referral of nost m sdeneanor of fenses.

Much nmore could be said on this difficult issue of targeting
jail/prison bound offenders for alternative comunity based prograns than
space allows in this monograph. However, it should be pointed out that
there exists no sinple solution to admnistering a programlike VORP in
such a way that it will serve as an actual alternative to the use or
length of jail or prison incarceration. Actual VORP experience has found
that the Iikelihood of VORP to have such an inpact is directly related to
it's being presented to the court as sinply one conmponent of a |arger
alternative sentence plan, oftentimes including weekends in jail for the
nore serious cases. These plans are frequently prepared by private
comunity based agencies at the request of defense attorneys.

CASE SCREENING
Fol | owi ng agreement with the courts and probation staff related to
the type of offenses to be referred into VORP, all cases received by the
programw || be screened prior to assignnent to a nediator. Case
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screening focuses upon the follow ng issues:

1% There nust be some admission of conplicity in the offense on
the ﬁart of the offender.

2) There is sonething to negotiate or discuss. The exact anount of
restitution should not be set prior to referral since restitution
anmounts provide a concrete goal to work on in the neeting

3) There is a possibility of a restitution agreenent, through
direct financial paﬁnent, victimservice, or victimdirected
comunity service. Those few programs working with violent felon
of fenses obviously cannot focus upon restitution. The concept o
reparation, as pioneered by the Genesee county Sheriff's
Department, is certainly nore appropriate

4) There is no overt hostility being displayed between the victim
and offender with a good possibility of physical violence

resul ting.
5) VORP is not sinply added to many other comunity services and
sanctions ordered by the court. Experience has taught that

of fenders react less positively to VORP when it is perceived as
sinply one nore obstacle or hurdle in a long line of sanctions.
However, as mentioned above, in the nore serious and possibly jai
bound cases VORP m ght be used within a broader package of
sanctions, such as limted incarceration (weekends in jarl or
shock probation), comunity service, house arrest, probation, etc
It should be noted that experience has also shown that VORP
oftentinmes is used as an additional penalty for many offenders
convicted of very mnor offenses despite the preference of many
VORP advocates to the contrary.
6) VORP is not to be added on to a standardjail or prison
sent ence.
7) Both victimand offender nmust be willing to participate in the
VORP process, as determned by VORP staff and vol unteers. Mor e
$4Ig be said on this issue in Chapter |V related to research
i ndi ngs.

Wereas in some comunity correctional progranms, such as hal f-way

houses, referrals may be screened out of the program because of the
seriousness of the offense, screening out cases in V Is more likely to
focus upon very mnor offenses which would represent an under-utilization
of the potential benefits of the VORP process for victins, offenders and
the comunity.

PRELIMINARY VICTIM OFFENDER CONTACT

Cases that are accepted into the program are assigned to a nediator
who is either a trained connunitg vol unteer or staff person. Aninitia
introductory letter is sent to the victim The nediator then separately
contacts the offender and victim phone call followed by a neeting, to
di scuss the offense and its afternmath, exp!aln the program and invite
their participation. Many programs neet first with the offender to
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determne their perspective and attitude about the offense. It can often
be helpful for a mediator to share sonme of what was |earned about the
of fender when the Initial meeting with the victimoccurs. Every effort is
made to avoid having to "self" the programto the victimover "the phone
during the first call. The mediator, rather, attenpts to obtain a
conmtnent fromthe victimto neet at a place of their convenience in
order first to listen to the victims version of the offense and the
concerns they have, and then to invite their participation in the VORP
process.

It is not unconmon for victims to need tinme to consider
participating, rather than making a quick decision on the spot. Few
victins are inmmediately enthusiastic about such a confrontation with the
offender. Wile the VORP mediator will attenpt to persuade the victimto
participate by pointing out a nunber of potential benefits, during this
prelimnary neeting and throughout the VORP process the victim has veto
power. A great deal of sensitivity nust be exercised in conmunicating
with victins during the entire process. Because of this, flexibility is
required in selecting locations and scheduling nmeetings, as well as in
regard to the overall tine frame in which the process will occur. That
victims nust not be again victimzed by the actual VORP process, however
unintentionally, is one of the strongest ethical standards of VORP. In no
case is a victimto be coerced into participating in victim offender and
reconciliation process.

The inportance of the delicate communication processes involved in
these prelimnary meetings cannot be overstated. Victim participation can
easily be lost at the first phone call. The process of building rapport
and trust initially with both the victimand offender will be essentia
during the later joint meeting with both individuals.

Some of the earlier efforts to bring victins and of fenders together,
related to restitution payment, apparently did not go through this process
of prelimnary and separate neetings. Several of these program indicated
that victims "sinply did not want to neet their offender® and, therefore,
these efforts soon dissolved. One can assume that if a victimis sinply
called in a rather perfunctory, bureaucratic fashion and asked if they
would like to meet their offender that they will have little interest in
doi ng so. On the other hand, experience with nmore than 2,000 cases
referred to programs providing victim offender mediation and
reconciliation services has found that nmore than 60% of victins are
WIIin?_to neet their offender when ?Fproached t hrough the Process
identified above. For some prograns and certain categories of offenses,
the acceptance rate is even higher

JOINT VICTIM OFFENDER MEETING

It is only after this initial seParate contact and an expression of
Wi IIin?ness by both the victim and offender to proceed that the mediator
schedules a face-to-face neeting. The neeting begins with the nediator
explaining his or her role, identifying the agenda, and stating any
comunication ground rules that may be necessary. The first part of the
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neeting focuses upon a discussion of the facts and feelings related to the
crine, Victins are given the rare opportunity to express their feelings
directly to the person who violated them as well as to receive answers to
many |ingering questions such as "why me?", or "How did you get into our
house?", or "merecyou stalking us and planning on coming back?".  Victins
are often relieved to finally see the offender, who usually bears little
rﬁsenbLane to the frightening character they may have conjured up in
their mnds.

During the neeting, offenders are put in the very unconfortable
position of having to face the person they violated. They are given the
equal [y rare opportunity to display a nore human dimension to their
character and to even express renorse in a very personal fashion. Through
open discussion of their feelings, both victim and offender have the
opportunity to deal with each other as people, oftentimnmes neighbors,
rather than stereotypes and objects

Following this very inportant sharing of facts and feelings, the
second part of the meeting focuses upon negotiation of a nutually
acceptable restitution agreement as a tangible synbol of reconciliation
and a focal point for accountability. I nportantly, the court does not
sinply order a specific restitution amount. |f victim and offender are
unable to agree upon the amount or formof restitution the case is
referred back to the referral source (oftentinmes the sentencin #udgeL
with a good Iikelihood that the offender will be placed in a different
program A witten restitution agreenent is signed at the end of the
meeting by the victim offender and nediator in nearly 95% of al
meetings. Joint victim offender neetings usually last about one hour.

ten for the first time, both victimand offender have real input
into what is going to happen to them VORP is not "done to" the of fender
and victimlike so many other programs and sanctions. Rather, victim
of fender nediation is truly participatory

Contrary to what many m ght suppose, the expression of feelings br
the victimtypically does not take the formof highly enotional, verba
violence. Some of the initial anger is dissipated through the prelimnary
meeting with the mediator.  Yet, it is very inportant that sonme of the
initial intensitﬁ of feelings be recalled and expressed directly to the
of fender during the joint neeting

After the neeting, the contract and a witten sunmary are sent to the
referring agency for apFrovaI and enforcement. VORP remains in contact
with the victimuntil fulfillment of the contract is verified. In sone
cases, followup victimoffender neetings are held, as described bel ow and
in the appendix to this nonograph.

ROLE OF MEDIATOR

In the final analysis, the effectiveness of any VORP type of program
will be directly related to the quality of the mediation. I'n a very rea
sense there is an element of art involved in the mediation process which
is not required in many other correctional prograns, for not everyone has
the necessary commnication and negotiation skills. Wile there are no
standard qualifications for a mediator, many people are able to learn the
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required skills. In fact, diversity among the pool of mediators in a
program ought to be encouraged. Sone, however, are sinply not predisposed
to serve as a nediator because of their basic personality characteristics.
For exanple, a highly authoritarian and rigid individual is unlikely to be
an effective. nediator. On the other hand, a person who always wants to
pl ease everyone and is very unassertive is also unlikely to be an
effective nediator. Experience has shown that people who can be both quite
assertive as well as very flexible and cooperative will do a very fine job
in the process of mediating victim offender conflict.

The difference between mediation and arbitration is inportant to
clearly understand. Wereas in arbitration an individual listens to both

sides and makes a judgement, in mediation the individual facilitates a
process in which the parties in conflict come to their own solution. I'n
the context of VORP, a nediator will never make the final judgement as to
the amount and form of restitution. If the victim and offender cannot

agree upon a nutual ly acceptable plan, the case will be returned to the
court
There are essentially four functions of a VORP nediator:

1. Instilling ownership and notivation.
2. Regulating the interaction

3. Aiding conmunication

4. Monitoring the process.

A nediator nmust develop interest in and conmtnment to the process.
This requires being supportive, reassuring and encouraging. Trust of both
parties needs to be built by: bein? a good |istener, encouraging both
sides to share their perspectives and feelings, and avoiding taking sides.
Part of devel oping ownership and notivation requires attenpting to equalize
the situational power of both offender and victimby: giving both sides
equal tinme, making points which may have been mssed, being careful to
address both sides equally, and choosing a seating arrangenment and/or
place of neeting that does not enphasize differences in power.

The role of the mediator is to facilitate a conflict resolution
process. As a facilitator, it is inportant for the mediator to regul ate
the interaction through running the neeting, identifying any communication
ground rules and setting the agenda. In addition to conducting the
neeting, the mediator may be required to aid one or the other parties in
conflict to effectively comunicate their concerns. This is particularly
so when an offender, for exanple, is very non-verbal and unexpressive
Throughout the entire process, the nediator needs to continually nonitor
both the verbal and non-verbal nEssa%es being given by the victim and
of fender, in order to intervene if it becomes necessary. For exanple, if
the victimis aggressively lecturing the offender huddled in his or her
chair staring at the floor, the mediator would certainly want to intervene
quickly to stop this dynamc.
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CASE FOLLOW-UP

A need that is beconming increasingly evident to many VORP
practitioners is related to closer monitoring and fol | owup of cases,
I ncluding the scheduling of additional victim offender meetings when
appropri ate. In order to strengthen the process of reconciliation and
ersonal accountability of the offender to his or her victim one or nore
ol  ow-up meetings between the victimand of fender can play a significant
role. These followup meetings, briefer and less structured than the
initial VORP neeting, provide an informal opportunity to review the
inpl ementation of the terms of the contract, discussion of any problens
that may have arisen related to the payment schedul e and sinply sharing
“smal | talk”™ if the victimand offender feel so moved.

The need for and willingness to have followup neetings is certainly
tenpered by the actual amount of restitution to be paid. If only a very
smal | amount of restitution is owed, a followup neeting mght not be
appropri ate. On the other hand, if a larger anmount Is due, brief
fol  owup sessions (md-contract and "close-out” meetings) can be quite
hel pful . As with the initial VORP neeting, victins nust not be coerced
into followup meetings. To date, only an extrenely small proportion of
VORP cases include fol lowup victim offender neetings. A nore thorough
di scussion of followup victimoffender nmeetings is provided in t%e
Appendi x of this monograph.

Wi le this chapter has covered a nunber of basic characteristics of
the Victim Ofender Reconciliation Program it nust be understood sinply
as an overview. Additional material is offered in the appendix to this
monograph.  Once again, for those seriously interested in replicating the
victim offender reconciliation concept in one formor another The VORP
Book is available, along with other audio-visual and witten resource and
training materials from the National VORP Resource Center of the PACT
Institute of Justice in Valparaiso, Indiana.
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CHAPTER III: REPLICATION OF CONCEPT

As a reflection of the grow ng nationw de concern both to provide
greater attention to meeting the needs of victims of crime and devel op
effective alternative sanctions for crimnal offenders, Victim O fender
Reconciliation Progranms (VORPs) have devel oped in a nunber of different
comunities throughout the United States. Representing one of the few
recent justice reforns that allow victins to be personally involved in the
sanctioning process of the offender, each |ocal V facilitates a
face-to-face neeting between the victimand offender in the presence of a
trained mediator.

Since the initial development of VORP in Kitchener, Ontario in 1974
and later replication by the PACT organization and the Mennonite Church in

Elkhart, Indiana in 1978, nmany individuals and organizations have
expressed underlying interest 1In the victim offender reconciliation
concept . The program has received exposure on several television talk

shows and documentaries, as well as in a nunber of national publications,

including The VIl Street Journal and Newsweek nagazine. Because of this
interest Tn the VORP concept, the PACT organization established the
National VORP Resource Center as part of its PACT Institute of Justice
(the research and training division of PACT, Inc.), in order to serve as a
nationwi de clearinghouse for information, training, and technical

assistance related to VORP. Since the devel opment of this National VORP
Resource Center, thousands of pieces of information about VORP have been
distributed throughout the United States and abroad, hundreds of
information packets have been distributed, audio-visual resource material

has been made available, hundreds of crimnal justice professionals and
vol unteers have been trained, and on-site technical assistance has been
provided in more than twenty different states related to setting up |oca

prograns.

NATIONAL SURVEY

In 1985, the National VORP Resource Center of the PACT Institute of
Justice conpleted the first nationw de survey of prograns providing victim
of fender reconciliation services. Questionnaires were sent out to a large
network of hundreds of private and public correctional prograns throughout
the country, including correctional departments in every state. FoIIom#uP
phone interviews were conducted with those respondents who indicated |oca
devel opnent of a VORP program This survey resulted in publication of the
first edition of the National VORP Directory. It includes descriptive
information about each |ocal program profiling such things as number and
source of referrals, use of volunteer nediators, case referrals resultin?
in victim offender neetings, and budget size (available from the Nationa
VORP Resource Center, 106 N. Franklin, Valparaiso, IN 46383; $4.00 per

copy).

py)The data generated by this survey indicates a significant amount of
diversity among various prograns as the initial VORP concept is further
replicated. =~ ~Wile programs incorporating the victim offender
reconciliation concept continue to be developed primarily by private
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organi zations, two public sector/systembased programs are enriching the
Vi concept by applying mediation techniques to more violent offenses.
In such cases, the need for clarification of the facts, expression of
feelings and closure would seemto be even greater for some victims. Both
the Genesee County Sheriff's Department in upstate New York and the
Gkl ahoma Departnent of Corrections have used the victimoffender nediation
ﬁrqcess with a select number of violent felony cases such as negligent
omcide, armed robbery and rape. During the past year, victim offender
reconciliation programs have been devel oped and are at various stages of
I mpl ementation in several larger urban, nmulti-cultural jurisdictions
including St. Louis, Mssouri, MIwaukee, Wsconsin, anJ M nneapol i s,
Mnnesota, necessitating further adaptation of the initial concept.

Wth the even larger growth of community dispute resolution prograns
and nei ghborhood justice centers throughout the country, it becane very
inportant during the course of this survey to identify those prograns
which nore clearly utilized the victim offender reconciliation process.
Three specific criteria were used to distinguish VORP type of prograns
fromthe nuch larger number of community dispute resolution programs that
mnrr gﬁéh mnor disputes or civil court related issues. These criteria
i ncl uded:

A) The programinvolves a face-to-face nmeeting, in the presence
of a trained nediator, between an individual who has been
victimzed by crime and the perpetrator of that crinme.

B). . The program operates in the context of the juvenile and/or
crimnal justice systems rather than the civil court.

C) In addition to a restitution obligation, the program focuses
at sone level of intensity upon the need for reconciliation of the
conflict (i.e., expression of feelings; greater understanding of
the event and each other; closure.)

A brief summary of some of the information received fromthis survey
Is illustrative of the diversity within the network of victim offender
reconciliation type of prograns throughout the United States. A total of
thirty-two (32) programs were identified (representing 42 different
jurisdictions wth a programoffice), including twenty-one (21) currently
In operation and eleven (11) in devel opment with plans for full
inplenentation in 1985. A number of other projects were also located but
were excluded fromthis survey since they were at such early stages of
devel opment and a full conmtnent to inplementation during 1985 was
unclear. O the thirty-two prograns in the survey, 78% were devel oped by
private sector organizations and 22% were system based/public sector
projects. The annual referral caseload for all of these prograns totaled
just over 2,400, with 1,000 of these referrals fromthe Gkl ahoma statew de
Post- Conviction Victim Offender Mediation Program

Cases referred that actually resulted in a face-to-face meeting
between the victimand of fender ranged from50%to | O0% depending on the
program The nost common figure for cases resulting in a meeting was near
60% Wile VORP began primarily with juvenile offenders during its early
devel opnent (1978) in El khart, Indiana the survey found that of those
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program which clearly identified the target population for referrals, 54%
represent primarily juvenile referrals and 46% represent Prinarily adul ts
Many proPrans work with both. The nost common offenses referred were theft
and burglary, with 75%of all programs where such information was provided
working with predomnately felony offenses. Community volunteer mediators
were used by 77% of the prograns providing data, representing a total of
nearly 275 vol unteers.

Finally, in reference to the point in the crimnal justice system at
whi ch the actual VORP neeting occurs, 49% of the progranms reported
victinfoffender neetings at a pre-trial diversion stage, 66% reported
neetln%s hel d between conviction/adjudication and sentencing/disposition
and 76% reported that VORP meetings occur after sentencing/disposition.
Many prograns_had VORP neetings occurring at more than one intervention
point. Some involved all three within the same program

In order to highlight further the manner in which this justice reform
has taken hold during the past seven years in the United States, four
specific progranms W | be briefly highlighted. Two of these programs
represent private sector initiatives and the other two represent
a%sten}based programs in the public sector. Together, these prograns

ich are operating in Indiana, Mnnesota, Mssachusetts, and New York
di splay much of the diversity found within the gromﬁn% network of prograns
providing victim offender reconciliation services throughout the United
States.

VALPARAISO, INDIANA

The Victim O fender Reconciliation Programin Val paraiso, |ndiana,
fifty mles east of Chicago, was developed in January, 1983 by Porter
County PACT. As part of the broader Chicago metropolitan area, this VORP
serves a countY of 120,000 characterized by the extremes of both heavy
industry (steel mlls) and agriculture. Referrals to the program cone
from probation pfficers,_jud%es and defense attorneys. A close and
supportive working relationship is naintained between the courts and
probation department in Porter County and Porter County PACT, a private
sector organization. During fiscal year 1985 (July 1, 1984 through June
30, 1985), one hundred and twenty-three (123) cases (victinloffender
conbi nations) were accepted into the VORP programin Val paraiso, with 55%
of these cases resulting in a face-to-face victimoffender neeting, nost
often mediated by a trained comunity vol unteer. Seventy-two (72)
of fenders and eighty-four (8?? victinms were accepted into the program
Nearly 80% of cases (victimoffender conbinations) involved juvenile
of fenders, with burglary, theft and crimnal mschief representing the
most conmon offenses. Nine out of ten restitution contracts negotiated by
victinms and offenders were conpleted.

Wiile initial devel opnent of this VORP focused upon post-adj udica-
tion/conviction referrals, nore recently program referral criteria and
procedures have been revised in order to secure referrals at a nuch
earlier point in the justice process, including the preference for the
face-to-face victinf of fender neet i ng to occur fol | ow ng
adj udi cation/conviction and prior to disposition/sentencing. These recent
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program revisions have also resulted in a significant increase in case
referral s, including increases in adult offenders and felony type
offenses. Contrary to nearly all other VORP projects, direct paynent of
financial restitution by the offender to the victimis allowed by the
court in this program Additionally, the VictimCffender Reconciliation
Program in Val parai so, Indiana appears to be the first VORP I|or01 ect in the
country to systematically experiment wth the use of followup victim
of fender meetings in order to strengthen the process of reconciliation.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA

The effort to develop a VictimO fender Reconciliation Programin the
M nneapol i s/ St. Paul area ?With a popul ation of around 600, 000) represents
one of the first major efforts to replicate VORP in a large urban and
multi-cultural setting. Through the |eadership of the Mnnesota Gtizens
Council on Crine and Justice, a well established private organization
providing services to victims of crinme and famlies of prisoners, as well
as educational and research projects, VORP began accepting cases in early
1985. Referrals cone primarily from probation officers and the program
works closely with the probation and court services staff in both Hennepin
and Ramsey counties; In its first two nonths of operation, twenty-four.
(24) cases (victinfoffender conbinations) were accepted into the program
all” representing juvenile offenders in Hennepin County (M nneapolis).
Plans are currently underway to receive adult referrals in Ramsey County
(St. Paul\) :

Thi's CRP project is focusing entirely upon offenders
adj udi cated/ convict& of burglary.  Actual victin offender meetings occur
between the point of adjudication/conviction and di SPOSI tion/sentencing
whenever this is possible. As the program becomes tully operation& it
Is currently projected that one hundred and twenty (120) cases wll be
referred to VORP annually. Use of co-nediators, including representatives
of Ilodcal dnei ghborhoods, and fol lowup victinfoffender meetings is being
consi der ed.

QUINCY, MASSACHUSETTS

Having al ready pioneered the nationally recognized "EARN-IT" Program
involving a very extensive use of commnity service and restitution, Judge
Al bert Kraner initiated the devel opment of a programto provide victim
of fender reconciliation services out of the Probation Departnent of the
Quincy District Court. While Qui ncY itself has a popul ation of about
100,000, it is actually part of the larger Boston metropolitan area.
During a recent year, sixty (60) cases (offenders) were referred to the
program involving sixty (60) victinms as well. Eighty percent of the
cases referred resulted in actual victinfoffender neetings. These
sessions  occurred ei t her bet ween adj udi cation/ conviction and
di sposition/sentencing or after disposition/sentencing. Eighty percent of
referrals represented adult offenders and 60% of referrals represented
felony offenses.
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The victim offender reconciliation program in Quincy, Mssachusetts
functions as part of the larger EARN-IT Program A separate staff person
was hired to direct the program and this individual has no ﬁrobation
casel oad responsibilities. The VORP concept is used as a technique for
col lection of restitution. Eighty-five percent of contracts worked out by
victims and offenders were conpleted.

BATAVIA, NEW YORK

The Genesee County Sheriff's Department in upstate New York (Batavia)
Is the only known | aw enforcement agency in the country to be sponsoring a
program incorporating the victim offender reconciliation concept. In
1983, Sheriff Doug Call initiated the Comunity Service/Victim Assistance
Programin this small rural county of 60,000. The manner in which the
victimoffender reconciliation concept has been used in this jurisdiction
Is rather unique in that it is part of a larger and nore intense victim
assistance program VORP is part of a larger victimassistance and victim
directed sentencing programoperated by the CGenesee County Sheriff's
Department. \hile only seventeen. cases have been processed as of early
1985, the quality of these cases has been rather exceptional. Wereas
nearly all victimoffender reconciliation type of progranms work with
primarily non-violent felony offenses, nearly all of these cases in
Genesee County have represented violent offenses such as crinnal
negligent homcide, rape, arned robbery, assault and sodony. Referrals to
this program conme fromthe courts and the District Attorney. Actual VORP
neetings usually occur either Dbetween conviction and sentencing or after
sent enci ng.

The Sheriff and his assistant, Dennis Wttman, have chosen to use
victim offender reconciliation conferences only in nore serious cases
involving harmto people, including loss of life, since it is their belief
that there is often a far greater need for expression of feelings to the
of fender, understanding of the event and morkin? toward closure anong
selected victims of such traumatic crimes. Only those victinms who have
al ready received an extensive amount of service fromthe Sheriff's
Department and who express willingness to confront the offender are
considered for victimoffender reconciliation conferences. Participation
by the offender is usually part of a larger package of sanctions, often
including limted incarceration in the jail. The actual victin offender
conferences; focus entirely upon reconciliation of the conflict.
Discussion of restitution does not usually occur, although the Sheriff's
Department does nmake sentencing recomrendations to the court which may
include restitution or a reparation payment. All cases are nediated by
the staff director of the program although other staff or volunteer
co-mediators are sometinmes used.

CONCLUDING REMARKS
The victim offender reconciliation process has clearly grown from an
experimental concept to an increasingly accepted program within the
crimnal justice system in numerous and diverse jurisdictions. At the
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time of preparing this nonograph nore than 50 different programsites
providing victim offender mediation and reconciliation services are known
to be in operation or devel opnent. Based upon the continuing requests
received by the National VORP Resource Center for either  general
information or on-site technical assistance, it would seem|ikely that
addi tional prograns applying victim offender mediation and reconciliation
techniques will be developed in the future. The constituency advocating
this concept remains rather nodest in size and the actual process is
certainly no panacea to be applied indiscrimnately to all victins and
of f enders. Yet nmediation of victimoffender conflict can perhaps
increasingly offer a creative, though small, contribution to both the
larger victim advocacy movement, as exenplified by NOVA (National
Organi zation for VictimAssistance), as well as the broader dispute
resol ution novement, as seen by the |eadership of the American Bar
Association, the National Institute for Dispute Resolution, and other
related organizations.
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CHAPTER IV: VORP RESEARCH FINDINGS

The first mmjor assessnent of the victim offender reconciliation
process as it was initially developed in the United States vas conpleted
in the spring of 1985 by Dr. Robert B. Coates, Research Director of the
PACT Institute of Justice and John Gehm Research Associate. In addition
to highlighting the findings of this initial VORP research project, which
was exploratory in nature, two additional studies will be briefly noted.
The first represents a limted assessnent of two Canadian VORPs. The
second represents an ol der piece of research, which, while not specifically
eval uating VORP, still providing relevant data on the inpact of victim
contact on juvenile offenders having a restitution responsibility.

VORP Research Questions

~ The research conducted by the PACT Institute of Justice focused upon
six central questions:

1
2
3
4
)

) Who participates in the VORP process and why?

) How does the VORP process actually function?

) How do the consuners of VORP eval uate it?

) Wat are the immediate outcomes of VORP process?

5) To what extent does VORP function as an alternative to
ncarceration?

6) Wat contextual issues influence the devel opment and shape of
VORP in local comunities?

The study examned three prograns in Indiana (Porter and El khart
counties in northern Indiana, as well as Hoosier Hlls serving four
counties in southern Indiana). The 1984 data sets nentioned bel ow al so
include information from prograns in Mnroe County, Indiana and Allen
County, Chio.

Those individuals who are interested in a nore detailed description
of this research project, including the nethodol ogy and findings, should
contact the PACT Institute of Justice in order to obtain a full copy of
the final report. For the purposes of this monograph, a relatively brief
sunmary of sone of the highlights of this research wll be presented

Data Sets

The research generated seven data sets which were drawn upon to
describe the VORP approach, responses to it, and outcones. Wile the
data sets, in sone respects, were small, they were sufficient to provide a
rich source of information about the victim offender reconciliation
process. The specific data sets were

1) 1983 matched sanple of VORP and non-VORP offender referrals.
Seventy-three VORP offender referrals were drawn from Porter,
Bl khart, and Hoosier HIls. These VORP referrals were then
mat ched with seventy-three offenders who were not referred to VORP
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by the respective probation departnent. Offenders were matched,
using probation and court records, according to 1) female/nale; 2)
juvenile/adult; 3) race; 4) prior conviction (yes/no); 5) prior
Incarceration (yes/no); and 6) most serious current charge for
whi ch convi cted.

2) 1984 interviews wth victinms who had participated in VORP
face-to-face nmeetings. N equals 37.

3) 1984 telephone interviews with victins declining to participate
in VORP. N equals 26.

4) 1984 interviews with offenders who had participated in VORP
face-to-face nmeetings. N equals 23

5) 1984 interviews wth VORP program staff and nediators. N
equal s 22.

6) Interviews with crimnal justice officials - probation
officers, judges, prosecutors. N equals 27.

7) 1984 observations of face-to-face neetings. N equals 9.

Consumer Perception of Goals

I'n exam ning the question of how VORP staff and participants perceive
the goal of the victimoffender reconciliation process, the study found no
consensus.  Consistent with the experience of many other reformefforts,
the original goals of early V advocates were not found to be widely
shared by the key ﬁarticipants in the VORP process. The study points out
how this |ack of shared goals, or perhaps nore appropriately, the appea
of VORP to very diverse constituencies, can be both a strength and a

weakness. Dr. Coates states in the final report, "It is a strength as
peopl e see what they want to see and therefore are nore willing to become
I nvol ved. It is a weakness as it relates to frustration anong staff who

believe in the inportance of a single, central purpose.” In order to
prioritize these diverse goals, the followng rank-ordered lists emerged

Staff and Mediators

1) Humanize the crimnal justice process through face-to-face
neet i ngs.

2) Increase offenders' personal accountability for actions.

3) Provide meaningful roles for victins in crininal justice
process.

4) Provide restitution for victinms. o

5) Provide opportunity for reconciliation between victim and
of f ender

6) Enhance comunity understanding of crime and crimnal justice.
7) Provide an alternative to incarceration.

Victing

1) Recover |oss.
2) Help offender stay out of trouble.
3) Participate meaningfully in crimnal justice process.
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4) Cet questions answered and expression of feelings.
5) Punish the offender.

O fenders
1) Avord harsher punishnent.

f2. .Gﬁtdthe whol e experience of the crime and consequences
| ni shed.
3) Make things right.

Crimnal Justice Oficials

1) Provide restitution to victins.

2) Useful involvement of victimin crimnal justice.
3) Help offender stay out of trouble.

4) Ease probation |oad.

5) Humani ze crimnal justice process.

6) Aternative punishment.

It is interesting to note that in these rank orderings of different
goals, the early enphasis by some upon VORP as "an alternative to
I'ncarceration,”" (as well as the reconciliation enphasis) do not rank as
highly as one mght have expected.

Offender Participation

Based upon the 1983 sanple of offenders referred to VORP, a good

descriptive picture of offender participants is found.

- medium age at offense: 16

- 78% juvenile

- 92% Caucasi an

- 93% nal e

- 19% at |east one prior conviction

- 93%no prior incarceration post-conviction

- 54% convicted burglary

- 27% convicted theft-felony

- 12% charges dropped (primarily crimnal mschief).

As the report notes, the data suggests that offenders referred to
VORP tend to fall in the md range in terns of offense seriousness wth
most not having been previously convicted or incarcerated. Referral of
these offenders to VORP occurred at the time of sentencing for nost. The
question of \M&Poffenders participate in VORP yielded some interestin
findi ngs. Vi staff frequently enphasize the voluntary nature o
participation by offenders, and yet, the research found that offenders
participate because theY believe they nust. Crimnal justice officials
shared this view as well.

This is quite understandable when one realizes that offenders are
ordered by the court to participate in the Victim Offender Reconciliation
Program It should be noted, however, that despite this formal referral
by the crimnal justice s%st em VORP staff do occasionally send cases back
to the court based upon the offenders unwillingness to meet the victim
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Victim Participation

Particularly since there exists a certain amount of skepticism by
many crimnal justice officials, as well as by much of the general public,
related to victiminterest in and willingness to confront their offender
face to face, the question of why some victins choose not to participate
was exanmined. As aresult of a telephone survey of 26 victims who chose
not to participate in VORP, the followng are rank order responses:

1) perceived hassle of involvement not nerited by |oss.

2) tear of meeting the offender/meeting at victinis hone.
3) had already worked out settlenent.

4) too nuch time delay from point of crine.

Thirty-seven victims who had conpleted face to face neetings with
of fenders through the victimoffender reconciliation process did so for
the follow ng reasons, in rank order:

1) to recover restitution for |oss.

2) to help the offender. _ o o
3) useful way to participate in crimnal justice process.
4) to ask questions of or express feelings to offender.

5) better means of punishing offenders than traditional process.

The report notes that many of these victins wanted to "teach the
offender a lesson", that the offender's behavior had hurt people and that
he or she should be held accountable. Nearly all of these persons were
victins of property related crimes: 32% burglary, 29% theft, 21%
vandal ism 13% fraud, and 3% assault. The age of victims who met with
their offenders in the VORP programcut across the full range, with 14%
under 30, 14%over 61 and the renmainder spread evenly in between. In
addition, 24% had not conpleted high school, 24% had conpleted col |l ege and
519ﬂi?dhcated that the 12th grade or some college was the highest grade
conpl et ed.

Consumer Perception of Process

In order to consider consumer evaluation of the victim offender
reconciliation process, the research exam ned the responses from 37
victinms and 23 offenders who had participated in face-to-face neetings
during 1984. Both victins and offenders believed that the program was
initially explained very well to them by nediators. \Wile offenders felt
as that they had little choice as to whether or not to participate since
they were directly ordered by the Court to do so, victins did not feel any
pressure to participate

This is a particularly inportant finding since VORP practitioners
certainlﬁ want to avoid presenting the programitself in such a manner
that it becomes an added hassle and burden to the victim even if it is
offered out of the best of intentions. |If victims were coerced into such
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a progra the programitself would take on a victimzer role. On the
other "hand, the fact that offenders feel they nust participate certainly
does run counter to much of the earlier VORP rhetoric related to the
"totally voluntary nature" of both victim and offender participation.

O fenders were nore likely to express concern about neeting the
other, fearing the potential conflict that could result from such an
encounter. Yet nearly two-thirds in each group indicated that the meeting
had not been conflictual. Credit was frequently given to the nediators
for “keeping the lid on” while encouraging discussion of feelings.
Satisfaction with the VORP experience occurred with 83% of the offenders
and 59% of the victins. Another 30% of victims were somewhat satisfied.
Some |evel of dissatisfaction was expressed by only 11%of the victims and
nuch of this was related to not receiving full restitution rather than the
VORP neeting itself. [f they had the opportunity to do it over again, 97%
of the victims would still choose to participate in VORP. The sane
percentage of victinms would recommend VORP to other victins of crime. A
OL the offenders woul d again choose to participate in VORP if they had a
choi ce.

In order to further examne why there is such a high level of
satisfaction with the process, the study attenpted to identify the nost
satisfying and |east satisfying elements of the experience for both victim
and offender. Victins identified the follow ng el ements as being the nost
satisfying about the victim offender reconciliation process

1) the opportunity to neet the offender to obtain a better
understanding of the crime and the offender's situation

2) the opportunity to receive payback for |oss

3) the expression of renorse on the part of the offender

4) the care and concern of the mediator.

The study notes that "it is interesting that nore victins commented
on neeting wth the offender than on restitution, given that the nunber
one reason that most victinms choose to participate in the first place was
financial restitution." Aspects of the process that victins found |east
satisfying were:

1 | ack of adequate followup and |everage on the offender to
fulfill the agreed upon contract.

2) the tinme delay fromoffense to actual resolution through the
VORP process.

3) the anount of tine required to participate in VORP

From the offender's perspective, the nost satisfying things about the
process Were:

1) nmeeting the victimand discovering the victimwas willing to

|Isten to them . _ _ _
2) staying out of jail and in sone instances of getting a record.
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3) the opportunity to work out a realistic schedule for paying
back the victim and "making things right"

The research found that an of fender woul d often |ist meeting the
victimas both the nmost satisfying and the |east satisfying part of the
experience. The study suggests that this probably reflects the tension
between, on the one hand, the stress experienced in preparation for
neeting the victim and on the other hand, the sense of relief over having
taken steps "to make things right."

Offenders were also dissatisfied when a group of offenders commtted
an offense but not all participants were required to go through VORP, as a
result of the judgenent of the court related to the appropriateness of
VORP for the other co-defendants. Anot her concern that led to
di ssatisfaction anong of fenders was the time delay in processing the case.

Consumer Perception of Justice

ne of the nost debated issues within the larger crimnal justice
arena, as well as within the community of VORP practitioners and
advocates, relates to the appropriate role of punishnent of crimnal and
juvenile offenders. Some advocates of victim offender reconciliation
woul d strongly state that VORP is an alternative to punishnent, therefore
inplying that offenders are not punished through the VORP process. O her
VORP advocates place greater attention upon how the programis actually
experienced by its consumers, therefore recognizing that, while the intent
of VORP may not be to punish, one real inpact may in fact be a different
puni shment experience for the offender. As the VORP research project
examined this question, it was found that seventy percent of the victins
interviewed believed that the offender had been adequately punished.
Wiile only five percent of these victims felt that the offender had been
puni shed too nmuch by VORP, nearly twenty-four percent believed that VORP
alone was too little punishment. In regard to the perception of
of fenders, the report notes:

O fenders are even clearer that VORP is a punishment. For 87% of
the offender sanple additional forms of punishment were also
recei ved. Si xtly-five percent felt that they were adequately
puni shed; 35% believed that they had received too nuch puni shnent.

There are several other interesting findings related to consuner
perception of justice. The use of VORP as an alternative to sending an
offender to jail or an institution was agreed upon by a nmajority of
victinms (95% and offenders (87%, including a clear enphasis upon first
of fenders and property offenders. However, in many jurisdictions these
people are not likely to be at risk of goi ng to jail!

Attitude change related to victimand offender perceptions of each
other as people and not as stereotypes was established in only about a
third of the cases. Particularly because of the strong concern within the
basi ¢ VORP philosophy to do precisely this, subsequent research will need
to nore thoroughly examne this issue through the devel opnent of
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addi tional methodol ogical techniques and measurements.

Finally, the research found that seventy-nine percent of the victins
and seventy-eight percent of the offenders believed that justice had been
served in their cases.

Outcomes of VORP Process

Offenders were referred to VORP primarily at the point of sentenci n%,
representing eighty percent of the sanple. For nineteen percent of the
of tender sanple (juveniles), VORP was a neans of divertingtheir case from
the formal judicial process. Wile in only one percent of the cases were
of fenders referred between the point of conviction and sentencing, this is
an intervention point that is nore frequently being used in recent years.
It was found that VORP was typically used as a condition of probation,
al on% with other sanctions. Only infrequently was VORP used by the courts
as the sole sanction.

The research project reported outconme data both in ternms of victim
of fender conbinations, which is the preferred case definition for nost
VORP practitioners, and offender referrals, which is often the preferred
case definition by many other crimnal justice professionals. Because of
the constraints of this m)no%raﬁh, only outcome data related to victim
of f ender conbinations will be highlighted.

For victims and of fenders who participated in a face-to-face neeting,
there is a very high probability that restitution contracts will be agreed
upon and successfully conpleted, as the follow ng data suggest:

- 98% of the neetings held led to contracts.
- 87% of these contracts involved some formof restitution.
- 58% of the restitution involved nonetary payment to the victim
- 32% invol ved providing some sort of service to the victim
th%invoI ved victimdirected comunity service or a hehavioral
change,

Fi%anci al restitution ranged from $3.00 to $I O 000 QO

| Half of the financial restitution contracts were for $71.00 or
ess.

82% of the financial contracts had been conpleted at the point
of reviewing the records, 6-12 nonths after the meeting.
- 90%of the service restitution contracts had been conpleted at
the point of review ng the records.
- The average nunber of hours of service for the victimwas 31.

VORP As Alternative to Incarceration

Fromits inception, the Victim Ofender Reconciliation Program has

focused primarily upon the goal of conflict resolution.  Yet, pany
ﬁroponents of the concept were also concerned about the ability of VORP t0
ave sone inpact, however nodest, in reducing the use or length of

incarceration in local jails or state institutions, for appropriate
offenders. This issue was addressed through a conparative analysis of the
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1983 matched VORP of fender and Non-VORP of fender sanpl es.

Little difference was found between the two sanples in terns of the
nunber of offenders incarcerated, with about eighty percent (80% of each
sanpl e not being incarcerated post-conviction.  However, when |ooking at
post-conviction time served by both sanples, it was found that of the VORP
of fenders who were incarcerated all served time in the local jail, while
nearly half of the incarcerated Non-VORP offenders served time in a state
institution. While there was no statistically significant difference
between the two groups when |ooking at days served in detention or jai
post-conviction, there was a clear difference in ternms of the nunber of
days served in state institutions. The research report notes that:

The Non- VORP of fenders were confined for substantially |onger
periods of time than the VORP offenders - 3175 days conpared to
613 days. Wile VORP referrals were as likely to be incarcerated
Post-conviction as Non-VORP referrals, they were statistically
ess likely to serve tinme in state institutions and their average
| ength of incarceration was considerably |ess than that of
Non- VORP of fenders: ~ VORP = 8.4 days; Non-VORP = 43.5 days. The
cost savings represented by the differential days served between
the sanples are substantial.

The research does not conclude that the reduction in tine served for
VORP of fenders is directky tied to VORP, yet it does state that, given the
strength of the matched sanples, the data certainly is suggestive. The
victim offender reconciliation process is clearly not having any naAor
i npact in reducing the use of incarceration, despite the fact that
victims, offenders, and sonme crimnal justice officials interviewed during
the course of the research frequently perceived VORP as being an
alternative to incarceration. However, the data generated in this
exploratory research does suggest that the victimoffender reconciliation
Frocess has had some nodest inpact, when used in conjunction with some

ocal jail time, in being used as an alternative to state incarceration,
yielding significant cost savings

The report concludes its analysis of this issue with the follow ng
observati ons:

At this point VORP may be more of an alternative to incarceration
inthe mnd than it is in practice. As nore cases are picked up
between conviction and sentencing... there may be nore opportunity
for Judges to assess the offender's experience with VORP before
finalizing sentences; and, therefore be potentially nore wlling
to use VORP as a means for reducing reliance on

i ncarceration.

CANADIAN RESEARCH

In a University of Toronto Law Journal article entitled "The
Victim O fender Reconciliation Program A Message to Correctional
Reformers" Tony Dittenhoffer and Richard V. Ericson report on their study
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of two VORPs in Ontario. Their research focused primarily upon the
system c inpact of victim offender reconciliation programs, particularly
on whether VORP serves as an actual alternative to incarceration. To a
| esser extent, they also exanmi ned other VORP ?oals related to restitution
and reconciliation. The findings of Dittenhoffer and Ericson's research
are based upon reviewing all of the cases in one VORP in Ontario from
April to November of 1980. A total of 20 days was spent in a VORP office
over a five nonth period. Some additional information was received from
another VORP in (ntario. No cases were reviewed fromthis second program
since it was less than a year old at the tine.

Following a review of the dangers of "w dening the net of socia
control" through well intentioned "alternatives to incarceration', the
authors conclude that the VORPs they studied are not providing rea
substitutes for either jail or prison incarceration. They point out the
multitude of conpeting interests in the victim offender reconciliation
process. Despite the stated goal of VORP to serve as an alternative to
I ncarceration and the enphasis upon reconciling victimoffender conflict,
Dittenhoffer and Ericson found that judges and prosecutors had little
interest in either. These key criminal justice actors were nost
interested in the ability of VORP to be of assistance to victinms of crinme.
Because so many referrals of offenders into the VORP they studied cane
fromthe "shallowend" of the offense continuum it appeared highly
unlikely that such offenders woul d even have been seriously considered for
either a jail or prison sentence, absent VORP. As they reviewed the
Program and its place within the larger crimnal justice system they

ound a tension between the punishnent enphasis of many justice system
officials and the reconciliation enphasis of the VORP practitioners.

Anot her point where the philosophy and practice of the specific VORP
under study becane evident to the evaluators related to the issue of
reconciliation itself. Wil e reconciliation was highlighted as the
primry goal of the VORP with restitution as a means to this goal, actua
practice suggested that the utilitarian goal of restitution often
predomi nat ed.

Dittenhoffer and Ericson conclude their report by stating:

Consistent with findings on other sentencing alternatives, the
conclusion to this investigation is that VORP is probably not
ansmerin% the need for alternatives to incarceration and that it
too has becone part of the ‘mﬂdenin% net'. There were indications
in some of the cases and also in the statements of a few judges
that the program may sonetimes be used as an alternative to
jail... It is possible that, despite such evidence, VORP may yet be
defended as a worthwhile program The appeal of the program for
what it can do for the victim as one main benefit, may far
outwei gh questions of alternative sanctions for offenders and
social control

Wile linted in scope and therefore unable to permt a full analysis
of all the issues, as the authors point out, the Dittenhoffer and Ericson
report certainly does raise a number of critical issues that other
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prograns providing victim offender mediation and reconciliation services
need to take seriously.

RELATED RESEARCH

A very interesting piece of research was conpleted by Leonard J.
Quedalia in 1979, entitled, "Predicting Recidivism of Juvenile Delinquents
on Restitutionary Probation from Selected Background, Subject and Program
Variables." Wile this research did not specifically assess the inpact of
a Victim Ofender Reconciliation Program on recidivism it does provide
sone very relevant data, since one of the hypotheses tested related to the
I mpact of victimcontact on recidivism The data set for this research
consisted of the cases of 200 males, randonly selected froma group of
400, who were placed on probation wth a restitution obligation between
January 1975 and 1978, as per the records provided by the Juvenile Court
of Tulsa, Cklahoma. _ _

One of the 22 null-hypotheses tested in this study was that there
woul d be no significant difference between recidivist and non-recidivist
in relation to victimcontact. For the Purposes of this research, victim
contact was defined as "having the offender meet with or wite to the
person he commtted the offense against during the restitutionary
probation period in order to pay back or apol ogize for the offense
commtted", In his final report, Quedalia makes reference to the fact
that earlier researchers (Azrin and Armstrong, 1973; Azrin and \esol owsky,
1974, Berscheid and \alster, 1967) found that when the offender had to
mke restitution directly to the victim stealing dimnished
significantly. The specific findings of Guedalia support these results.

Those of fenders who nmade contact with their victimhad a
significantly lower recidivismrate than those who did not.
Psychol ogi st Albert Eglash (1958, 1977) has suggested that making
contact with the victim"can alleviate guilt and anxiety, which
can otherwise precipitate further offenses" (1958, p.20). It
woul d certainly would be less unconfortable for an offender to
face his neighbor, whom he had recently robbed, if he had talked
with the victimand made direct restitution, than if he had not
contacted himat all. The fact that 75% of the offenders who nade
contact did so directly, as opposed to witing a letter, suggest
that those in charge of restitution progranms encourage face to
face victinloffender contact.

In addition to the variable of victimcontact, those offenders who
were either living with both natural parents, were not failing in school
or paid $100.00 or less in nmonetary restitution, had significantly |ower
recidivismrates than their counterparts. Based upon these very positive
findings related to victim contact and reduced recidivism QCuedalia
proposes that "whenever possible, victinfoffender contact should be
encouraged," It should be noted that the definition of victimcontact in
this research is one that includes less intensity than the contact which
results fromthe victimoffender reconciliation process as described in
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this nonograph. _

It is interesting that, even with far less intense and apparently
quite utilitarian contact between the offender and his or her victimsuch
positive results occur in ternms of recidivism One would certainly think
that through the victim offender. reconciliation process that simlar
results woul d be found. Attenpts are currently underway by the PACT
Institute of Justice to examne this precise issue, draw ng upon the
previously generated matched sanples of VORP and non-VORP of f enders
nmentioned earlier in this chapter.
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CHAPTER V: KEY REPLICATION ISSUES

Wth the continually increasing nationw de interest in victim
assi stance, conflict resolution and comunity corrections, it would seem
likely that further devel opment of programs providing victim offender
reconciliation services will occur; yet, the degree of national interest
and nedia attention that crimnal justice refornms such as VORP achieve
represents a doubl e edged sword. There is no question that such
visibility is.?ood_for pronoting the concept and practice of victim
of fender reconciliation. However, there exists the very real possibility
of significantly altering, if not destroying, the initial concept as it
becomes nore popul ar. The inpact of potential msapplication of the
concept could reduce credibility and respect for the broader network of
prograns providing victim offender reconciliation services

Sone of the early advocates of victimoffender reconciliation
perceived VORP as a "nodel" which had unique characteristics.  Experience
over the past ten years has, in fact, led to the realization that VORP is
nore a concept than a program nodel (which would inply clear parameters
for replication in other sites.) As mentioned previously, the essence of
the victim of fender reconciliation process as initially devel oped is the
focus upon attenpting to resolve some of the conflict between the offender
and the victim ~ This occurs through a face-to-face discussion of the
facts and feelings related to the crimnal event, as well as negotiation
of a mutually acceptable restitution agreenent. Experience in providing
technical assistance to organizations in nunerous other states interested
in devel oping a local programbased on the VORP concept has highlighted
the critical need for each local jurisdiction to adapt the concept to
their specific needs. This process of adapting the VORP concept to make
it as "jurisdiction specific" as possible requires exam ning a nunmber of
key issues. Wthin the limtations of this brief nonograph, seven
inportant issues wll be addressed. Once again, for those readers
requiring additional information about replication of the VORP concept
shoul d obtain a copy of The VORP Book. Chapter IIl of that manual
specifically addresses a number of issues related to organizing a |loca
program

1.Goal Clarification

The victimoffender reconciliation process has a variety of benefits.
Victins are able to becone directly involved in the justice process and
have an opportunity to get answers to questions, as well as repayment for
| 0sses. fenders have an opportunity to repair some of the damage they
are responsible for, to display a nore human dimension to their character
and may avoid harsher penalties. The community at |arge may benefit from
the increased practice of non-violent conflict resolution techniques, as
wel | as saving scarce tax dollars through the diversion of selected
offenders frominitial or continued jail or prison incarceration. For
these reasons and others, the VORP concept is often clouded by multiple
goals, trying to be too many things for too many constituencies.
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As mentioned in chapter II, the list of potential goals of the victim
of fender reconciliation process include: serving as an alternative to
incarceration; reconciliation of victim offender conflict; rehabilitation
of offenders;  prevention of crine; strengthening of  offender
accountability; increasing services to victims; increasing direct
i nvol venment of victims in justice process; and, strengthening of
restitution paynment. Each of the above possible goals are certainly not,

a% definition, nmutually exclusive. Wthout |ocal organizers clarifying
ich goals are most inportant for their specific jurisdiction, subsequent
program devel opnent will likely be confusing and dysfunctional at tines

It is hard to imgine a [ocal effort to develop a programto provide
victim offender reconciliation services not adopting the primary goal of
conflict resolution. If the program does not focus upon working at
resol ving sone of the conflict between the victimand offender it would
certainly be questionable if replication of the basic VORP concept (i.e
reconciliation) is occurring. Assum ng the primry goal of conflict
resol ution, each local effort nust sort out which secondary goals are
important. These decisions will have a ngjor inpact on the actual program
design and inplenentation. For exanple, if a local effort is concerned
about their programal so having sone inpact in serving as an alternative
to initial or continued-incarceration, very different strategies wll be
needed in targeting offender referrals and presenting VORP as part of a
larger alternative sentence package

2.Community Support

Early in the devel opment of a local programto provide victim
of fender reconciliation services consideration should be given to
conducting an analysis of key actors within the community. “Key actors”
mght certainly include crimnal justice officials and influential |oca
politicians. Equally inportant are civic, church or corporate |eaders,
Including representatives of certain neighborhood organizations. A broad
base of support will be required to initiate a new program particularly
because of the predictable skepticismof some individuals as to the nerit
of bringing victims and offenders together in a face-to-face meeting

In order to analyze the role and support of key persons who can
significantly influence the devel opment of a local program it nay be
hel pful to create and conplete a chart using four colums:

|. ldentify key local actors (last name/position).

2. Evaluate their power/inportance to your program

3. Evaluate their probable support or non-support for your program
4. Develop strategy to either gain their support or neutralize
active opposition.

Bui I ding local comunity support for a new program al so invol ves
devel oping a marketing strategy. To help prepare a plan for "selling" a
VORP type of programto local officials and the public, it may be hel pful
to conplete the tollowng outline:
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1. State the purpose of your |ocal pro%ran1in one sentence.

2. State the human interest aspect of your local programin one
sent ence.

3. State the public policy (crimnal justice systen) relevance of
your program in one sentence.

4. State briefly the benefits of your program

5. IdentifK briefly any possible self-interest the follow ng key
actors mgnt have In your program prosecutor, defense attorney,
judge, probation officers, |aw enforcement officers, and |oca
pol itical officials.

6. Based on the above, develop a general presentation outline for
narketing_your program to local officials and the public.

7. ldentify a brief strategy for utilizing the follow ng Iocal
medi a: newspapers, radio stations, and television stations

3.Funding Base

Securing sufficient funds to support the operation of a [ocal program
is one of the nost difficult tasks 1n the program devel opment process.
Fortunately, VORP prograns do not require huge budgets, particularly if
vol unteers are used frequently as nediators. As i1dentified in the
National VORP Directory, actual program budgets range froma |ow of
$10,000 - $20,000 during the first year, to a high of $70,000 - $80,000 in
fully operational prograns. Budget size is a function of several
inportant variables: casel oad projection; use of volunteers; followup
victim of fender meetings; level of existing adm nistrative support;
fundraising responsibilities; and public relations responsibilities.

Most of the early VORP prograns in Indiana began with very smal
budgets, as part of a private non-profit comunity based organization.
Churches often provided the initial seed noney, followed by other small
contributions and foundation grants. A limted amount of federal funding
(OFfice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) becane available
to some local VORP prograns, through the state planning agency. After
several years these sane prograns were only able to further develop as a
result of securing nore stable state funding through the Department of

Corrections (Indiana Community Corrections Act). It is quite unlikely that
some of these early pro%rans in Indiana woul d have even continued to exist
were it not for the availability of state funds.

In the context of the broader issue of de3|gn|n? a local programto
provi de victimoffender reconciliation services, he specific fask of
securing funds should not be postponed until the entire plans for the
project are finalized Rather, potential funding sources should be
Identified and researched early in the planning process. Once some
Prelininary plans for operation of the local program including a

entative budget, have been worked out initial contact with appropriate
fundi ng sources may be hel pful. This requires the devel opnent and
circulation of a brief Project concept paper which can serve as a hel pful
marketing tool. Those funding sources who are interested in the project
after having reviewed a brief concept paper may then require preparation
of a full proposal.
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Wile there exist a variety of formats for preparing funding
proposal s, there do exist several generic elements which nost funding
sources require in any grant request. These include

Brief Summary

Statenment of Need

Rationale for Project

Statement of Project Goals o

Statenment of Specific Project Cnjectives
Description of Project and Methodol ogy

Eval uation Plan

Annual Budget, including other funding sources

PN RWN T

4,.Target Population

There exist two distinct schools of thought among VORP practitioners
The earlier and Probably more widespread group believes that since the
primary goal of the victim offender reconciliation process is conflict
resolution nearly any case referred by the courts or probation should be
appropriate. Therefore, no class of offense (i.e. felony vs. nisdemeanor
non-violent vs. violent) is excluded from the program An early VORP
publication enphasized this point. "The VORP process can be applied to
al most any kind of case...On the whole, prograns have screened cases on a
case-by-case basis, rather than establishing very strict eligibility
criteria which elininate whole classes of cases."  Those programs that
adopt this position tend to receive a very large proportion of m sdemeanor
offenses, referred to by some as "lightwel ght cases".

Anot her group of VORP practitioners is rather skeptical about such a
shot gun approach to receiving offender referrals, based upon a belief that
implies that the victimoffender reconciliation process is equally good
for all offenders. A'so, the imted resources available to support VORP
prograns nean that |ightweight cases stretch your resources too thin, with
the likely result of a greater quantiHy of cases but a |lower quality of
medi ation and case intervention. he skepticism of these individuals
toward such a strategy of receiving case referrals is often rooted in the
growing body of literature relating to the experience, and subsequent
research, of early advocates of alternatives to incarceration and
pre-trial diversion programs. [t is widely known today that many of the
pioneering efforts in pre-trial diversion of selected offenders into
alternative programs, in order to reduce crowded court dockets, actually
had little inpact on diverting of fenders who would have in fact entered
the court process had the "diversion" program not been present. \Wat did
occur in many of these so-called iversion programs was the
i dentification, processing, and, sone would maintain, punishing of a
significant nunber of offenders who never would have even entered the
court process, because of weak cases against themor the very mnor nature
of therr offense. Throu?h this process, a significant number of citizens
who were not found guilty and nmay well have been ignored by the system
were now |abeled and punished, despite the best of Intentions to do the
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opposi te.

Li kewi se, the experience of developing local prograns to serve as
real alternatives, or substitutes, for incarceration has also been found
through a g;mMng body of research, to have a nunber of unintended
| npact s. ther than d|vert|n% specific offenders who were truly Ha|l or
Erlson bound absent the new alternative offenders who never would have

een locked up in the first place were referred to these new alternatives.
This dynamc often resulted in harsher and nore costly punishnents, once
again, despite the best of intentions of the initial reform advocates.

The resistance of the crimnal justice systemto reformis well
documented in several articles over the past several years, nost notably
by Austin and Krisberg in "The Unmet Prom se of Alternatives to
Incarceration". The historical experience with both pre-trial diversion
and alternatives to incarceration certainly suggests a w dening and
strengthening of the net of social control, rather than a reduction in the
degree and severity of state intervention in the processing and
sanctioning of crimnal offenders.

Thi s awareness of how good intentions do not always yield the desired
results has led some VORP practitioners to advocate a nmore narrowy
defined target population. Applying the VORP process only to very m nor
of fenses woul d be seen as a trenendous underutilization of the
reconciliation concept. The need of victins for clarification of facts
and enotional closure would certainly be greater, for some victins, in
nore serious, even violent, offenses. And yet, a VORP project working
Prinarjly with "l'ightweight cases" has probably been stigmatized by the

ocal justice systemas appropriate for only those very mnor cases. For
those VORP projects concerned about the secondary goal of serving as an
alternative to initial or continued incarceration for sone of the
offenders referred to the program |ocal sentencing patterns will need to
be reviewed in order to attenpt to target certain offenders who are jai
or prison bound but may be good candidates for VORP in conjunction with a
| arger alternative sentence plan.

Regar dl ess of which school of thought one feels nost confortable
with, the need to clearly identify the poPuIation of offenders from which
referrals to VORP can be drawn is critical to both inplementation of the
stated goal of the program and later evaluation.

S.Program Design

The nost crucial, yet difficult, element in replicating a concept is
found in the ability to design the local programin such a way that it
wi |l naximze the achievenent of the primary goal, wth inpact upon the
designated target population. Clarification of goals and identification
of a target popul ation can easily remain an abstract, if not irrelevant,
exercise if not directly fornulated as precise strategies for how a |oca
program wil| operate. For this reason, the task of effective program
design is the nmost demanding and critical step in any local replication
effort. The experience of the National Victim Ofender Reconciliation
Resource Center in providing on-site technical assistance in nore than
twenty states has invariably found the issue of program design to be the
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easiest for some local organizers to underestimate and the nost likely to
result in subsequent problens.

Wile there is certainly no sinplistic or perfect way to design a
| ocal program that wll provide victim offender reconciliation services
there are several key issues that nust be addressed in one fashion or
anot her by any group sponsoring such a Froject. For the purposes of this
gpnﬁ?raﬁh,d several of the nost crucial program design issues wll be

i ghli ght ed.

) S%rhaps the nost fundamental issue is determning which |ocal agency
shoul d sponsor the program Experience, availability of staff and
funding, credibility in the community, including among victins and
of fenders, nust all be considered. In some commnities, the establishment
of an entirely new non-profit organization mght be the nost effective
strategy. Contracting with an eX|st|ng private agency could also be
wor kabl'e in many communities. Local probation departnents might be the
nost realistic initial sponsor, particularly in smaller comunities.
Regardl ess of which agency ends up sponsoring the program there should
exist a stron?_philosophical conm tment to the value of nediating victim
of fender conflict and a keen sensitivity to the needs of both offenders
and victins of crime, Put sinply, an organization that in philosophy and
practice is a firm if not blind, advocate for either victins or offenders
al one would not likely be a good sponsoring agencr.

The inportance of developing clear referral criteria and effective
referral procedures cannot be overstated. In a very real sense, thisis
where "the rubber neets the road". Failure to effectively address these
issues will likely result in both few referrals and inappropriate cases.
The experience of some progranms has found that the more precise the
referral criteria and procedures are the better. An abbreviated exanpl e of
clear, yet concise, criteria and procedures would be:

Referral Criteria

-Adult felony offenders convicted of burglary or theft.

-1 dentifiable |oss b% victimuwhich restitution can ap?ly t owar d.
-Absence of intense hostility which could |ead to violence.

-Of fender admi ssion of conplicity in the offense.

Rn!p:r.l Procedures

- Tenporary placenent by probation staff of all burglary and theft
case files in VORP basket, inmediately follow ng conviction
-Review, in probation office, by project staff of all adult
burqlary.and theft cases within 24 hours of conviction. .

-Sel ection of appropriate cases, subject to final review by
probation staff.

-Transference by project staff of case data fromclient file to
VORP referral form

-Prelimnary neeting with offender within 48 hours of conviction,
i f possible.
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-Prelimnary neeting with victimwthin 72 hours of conviction, if
possi bl e.

-1f both parties are willing to meet, joint neetin% of victimand
offender within 2 I/2 weeks of conviction, if possible.
-Preparation of brief case report, with restitution contract, to
be received by probation for inclusion in pre-sentence report,

subject to later court approval, by end of third week follow ng
convi ction.

-Availability of mediator to testify, upon request, at the
sentencing hearing.

The above is sinply offered to enphasize the need for clarity.
Actual criteria and procedures are usually going to be nore detailed.
Time frames for inplenentation are oftentimes helpful if they are
understood as targets, not rigid goals. The fact is that because of the
inability to predict if and how soon the victimmy be willing to confront
the offender, as well as coordinating the scheduling a joint meeting with
both, it mght take longer than the preferred procedures identified above

As mentioned earlier in this monograph, nore VORP projects are
attenpting to both establish very pro-active referral procedures and to do
so between the point of conviction and sentencing. Many judges have
expressed their preference for knowing the entire status of the case (i.e
the victimand offender net and agreed wupon a restitution plan) prior to
formal sentencing. This certainly takes out the uncertainty as to whether
a joint meeting will even be possible, given the fact that a significant
portion of victins choose not to confront their offender. It should be
noted that most progranms providing victim offender reconciliation services
continue to receive referrals at the point of sentencing

A decision that nust be made earky in the development of a |oca
programrelates to the issue of the mediation process itself. Shoul d
conmunity volunteers be used as mediators, in order to increase citizen
involvenent in the crimnal justice process and to serve as an inpartia
third party? O, should only professional staff serve as mediators,
given the conplexities of understanding the justice systemand the
seriousness of working with convicted of fenders? In either case, what
type of training is required?

The early devel opment of the victim offender reconciliation concept
in both Canada and the United States enphasized the inportant role of
trained community volunteers to serve as nediators.  This was viewed as
essential in terns of involving the larger comunity in the conflict
resolution process and in providing a neutral third party facilitator.
Yet, other programs have chosen to use only staff nediators, particularly
if the caseload is small and high risk referrals are accepted. A growing
nunber of VORP type of programs utilize both staff and vol unteer
mediators, sonetinmes working together as co-nediators in the same case
Particularly in nore difficult cases or those involving issues of
cross-racial or cultural nediation, the use of co-nediators can be
hel pful.  Experience has shown that both staff and volunteers can be very
fine mediators. The decision of who should do the mediating is oftentines
related to the overall philosophy and resources of the program The nost
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critical issue, whether staff or volunteer, is to be sure that the
medi ators have been adequately trained, have good communication skills,
possess sensitivity to the needs of both offenders and victins, and have
no direct conflict of interest related to the specific case (i.e. probation
officer or halfway house counsel or serving as mediator for client on their
casel oad and whom they have disciplinary power over).

A final concern that is becomng nore inportant as one |ooks at
designing a local program to provide victim offender reconciliation
services relates to the issue of followup neetings. Feedback from
victins has indicated a concern that there is oftentimes inadequate
followup as to the offender's conpliance with the terms of the
restitution contract. At the same tine, there exists a renewed comm t nent
to the primary goal of conflict resolution anong VORP practitioners. In
order to both strengthen the process of reconciliation and to nonitor
of fender conpliance, one or nore brief followup victimoffender neetings
have proven helpful 1n some cases. Wile this is not practiced on a large
scale within the broader network of related programs, a small nunber of
VORP type of programs are beginning to use followup meetings.  The
concept paper in the appendix more thoroughly describes the benefits and
procedures for such fol | owup victimoffender neetings.

As so often stated, for those conmtted to devel oping a program
within their [ocal comunity, The VORP Book provides very hel pful guidance
in addressing this issue of effective program design. Particul ar
attention should be given to the organizer's handbook chapter and the
mediation training chapter.

6.Management Information System

The devel opnent of a management information system can provide an
effective mechanism for the collecting, storing and retrieving of
inportant information about the program Dr. Robert B. Coates identifies
five proposed uses for data derived froma nanagenent information system

|. To assist the delivery of service in the field

2. To document accurately what is done.

3. To facilitate supervision of staff and vol unteers.

4, To provide a basis for program eval uati on which can inform
pl anning, program devel opment, and policy formulation

5. To provide a basis tor presenting the programto potenti al
users, funders, and other interested groups.

For some the concept of a management information system inmediately
suggests endl ess paperwork and hassle. On the contrary, a good MS shoul d
I ncrease efficiency, streantine paperwork, and systematically provide very
hel pful information to both supervisory and line staff. In order to
devel op such an M'S the local program nust determne: what data is needed
in order to meet the desired uses of the sgstem how and in what formthe
data will be collected; howthe data will be managed; and, how the MS can
be used for evaluation, feedback and reporting purposes.
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. An exanple of sanple forms frequently used in the managenent
information systenms of |ocal VORP programs includes the follow ng itens:

VORP Case Record Form

Case Referral Form

Victim Letter

Victim Quidelines

Vol unteer Narrative Form
Progress Report Form
Victim O fender Contract
VORP Meeting Eval uation Form
Restitution Followup Letter
. VORP Input Log

[1. VORP Qut put

12. Statistical Summary Sheet
13. Restitution Check Form

OO UITRRWrO —

[N

7.Mediation Training

A nunber of basic characteristics are inportant to keeg in mnd as
the local program considers specific individuals who may be potential
medi ators. These include:  good communication and negotiation skills;
ability to be assertive; good organizational skills; commitment to basic
conflict resolution techniques and philosophy; and, know edge of the
crimnal justice systemis certainly preferable. .

- Howard Zehr states that the training process for volunteer nediators
utilized in the initial VORP project in E'khart, Indiana was designed to
do several things.

It must introduce the volunteers to the concept of VORP and its
philosophy. It nust acquaint volunteers with the basic crimnal
justice process and the terns they will cone across while bei n? a
volunteer. And it nust introduce volunteers to the skills, styles
and duties of a VORP volunteer.

Medi ator training usually involves 10-12 hours of classroomtraini nﬂ
including information about the local crimnal justice system how t

Program operates, their role as nediators and extensive role playing o
ypical cases. The latter is particularly helpful in developing good
nediation skills. The classroomtraining is then followed by the
mediator's co-nediating their first several cases with a more experienced
nediator, prior to taking on cases by thenselves. A variety of trainin

resources are utilized, all of which are available through the Nationa
VORP Resource Center of the PACT Institute of Justice in Valparaiso,
Indiana. Miltiple copies of the VORP Vol unteer Handbook are available and
for many |ocal p_ro?rans_ these manual s provide a verK goo&generl c trainin

tool, ~ Two brief slide presentations about the V concept  an

application within the justice systemcan be either rented or purchased.
The "VORP Mediation Traini n?" videotape was produced by organizers of the
initial VORP programs in E'khart, Indiana and Kitchener, Ontario. It

e
f
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represents a very thorough training aid in the devel opment of nediation
skills.  As a self-awareness exercise for potential mediators, the
Thomas-Ki | mann Conflict Mde Instrunent has proven to be an effective
training resource. Through it, volunteers are able to understand how they
approach and feel. about conflict. In addition, several entirely new
training audio-visual training aids are planned for devel opnent by the
National  VORP Resource Center in the near future. These will address the
specific issues related to the practice of victimoffender nediation in
larger urban and nulti-cultural jurisdictions.

In the Appendix to this nonograph are several inportant itens related
to the training of nediators: a volunteer nediator job description; a
sanple role play; a sanple nediator training session agenda; and, a |ist
of witten and audio-visual training resources available through the
National VORP Resource Center.
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CHAPTER VI: FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

Having originated in Kitchener, Ontario in 1974, the victim of fender
reconciliation concept now has more than a decade of experience behind it
Wi le these ten years have certainly seen the initial concept applied and
modified in a variety of diverse Settings, the reform process itself
remains relatively young. In response to the grow ng nationw de interest
in the victimoffender reconciliation concept, the PACT Institute of
Justice established a National VORP Resource Center in 1982. Through this
center, thousands of resources have been distributed throughout the
country and abroad, many hundreds of crininal justice professionals and
vol unteers have been trained, conferences have been organized, and on-site
technical assistance has been provided to |ocal organizations in more than
twenty-five states. The experience of the National VORP Resource Center
woul d”certainly suggest that the concept of victimoffender reconciliation
will continue to receive a significant anount of attention by both
crimnal justice professionals and the general public. As the VORP
concept continues to be replicated in the comng years, there woul d appear
to be several inplications for future devel opnent of the basic concept, if
it is to be further refined and enriched. Wi le there is probably a
mul titude of potential future inplications related to further devel opnent
of the victim offender reconciliation concept, the follow ng seven key
Issues are highlighted within the space limtations of this nonograph.

1.Use of Co-Mediators

Particularly as the victim of fender reconciliation concept continues
to be replicated in urban and multi-cultural settings, there is grow ng
evidence that use of co-nmediators can be quite helpful. There is a
greater capacity to respond to theunique issues that may arise within the
medi ation process because of cross-cultural dynam cs. Act ual VORP
devel opment in St. Louis, Mssouri has found that use of co-nediators in
specific cases can be quite wuseful in enabling nmediators to be nore
sensitive to the multi-cultural and nulti-racial aspects of the St. Louis
community. Specifically, a white and a black nmediator may be used in cases
where one or the other of the victimand offender are white and bl ack.
Use of co-mediators in St. Louis has also bheen found to be helpful to the
medi ators thenmselves in terms of being able to nmore thoroughly review and
process the case with each other, followng the initial neeting. .

Co- medi ators have al so been used by the Genesee County Sheriff's
Departnment in several VORP cases involving violent felony offenses.  This
proved to be particularly helpful during a case involving a sniper
shooting across the main street in a small rural upstate New York
conmuni ty. Two individuals were shot, prior to the sniper attenpting to
kill hinself. VWIecatmmylmtatypcm VORP case, the nediation
process was offered to the victims and offender because of the specific
circunstances of the offense and the individuals invol ved. Through two
medi ati on sessions (each an hour and a half long, with the second one al so
invol ving several community representatives) the role of the co-nediator
was inportant in preparing for the neetings, facilitating communication
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during the neetings and reviewng the case. _

A potential pitfall in use of co-nmediators is related to the
possibility of having two nediators with comunication styles that are not
conpl enentary. Two overly assertive nediators working together mght
actuallymﬁenerate some degree of their own conflict within the mediation

process which would clearly interfere with the primary agenda of the
meeting?. The frequent use of co-nediators also requires nore volunteers,
which Tor sone programs mght present a problem

Follow-Up Victim Offender Meetings

Fromits inception, the primry goal of conflict resolution has been
at the core of the victim offender reconciliation concept. As nentioned
throughout this monograph, absent this focus upon resolution of some of
the conflict between the victimand offender, the victim offender
reconciliation concept loses its uniqueness and is little different than
efforts in past years to bring a victimand an offender together to talk
about the utilitarian goal of establishing restitution. And yet for some
it might seem rather presunptuous to assune that "reconciliation" can
occur throu%h one 60-nminute neeting between the victim and of fender. As
the research found, victinms who had been involved in VORP certainly raised
addi ti onal q[uestions_ and concerns about the lack of consistent follow up
related to the restitution agreenent which was nutually agreed upon
between the two parties. .

Both in order to strengthen the conflict resolution and
reconciliation process, as well as to nmore effectively nonitor fulfillment
of the restitution agreenent, several prograns providi n? victim of f ender
reconciliation services are now routinely scheduling followup victim
of fender neetings in appropriate cases. These foIIo_WL_uP_ meetmgs are far
| ess structured and are usually briefer than the initial confrontation
between the victim and of fender. Experience has shown that they can be
quite helpful in nonitoring offender conpliance with the restitution
agreement, as well as for providing an opportunity for additional
expression of feelings between the victim and offender. " Particularly when
there may be some need to nodify the initial agreement because of
significant events that have occurred, such as the offender losing their
job, a followup victimoffender neeting can be an excellent forum for
addressing these issues.. . _ _

~ The VORP project in Porter County, Indiana, fifty mles east of
Chicago, was apparently the first VORP to systematically experiment with
fol lowup meetings. Since then, newy devel 05)| ng VORP projects in St.
Louis, Mssouri, Mnneapolis, Mnnesota, Mlwaukee, Wsconsin, Beloit,
Wsconsin, and Lacrosse, Wsconsin are all planning on scheduling
foll owup victim offender neetings for appropriate cases. The preference
is to have a md-contract neeting, approximately half-way through the
restitution agreement, along with a close-out session when the entire
restitution agreement has been fulfilled. ~ Particularly for those
jurisdictions which allow direct payment of financial restitution fromthe
offender to the victim wth appropriate receipts being provided, the
fol l owup nmeeting provides an excellent forum for direct payment of this
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restitution.  In the addendum included with this nonograph 1s a nore
descriptive concept paper about the merits of using followup victim
of fender meetings in order to strengthen the reconciliation process and to
monitor restitution payment.

3.Violent Offenses

“Wen the VORP concept was initially pioneered in Kitchener and |ater
replicated in nunerous comunities of both Canada and the United States,
it was assumed that this type of intervention was primrily meant for
cases involving non-violent property offenses. The fact that the VORP
process included ne?pt|at|on of nmutually accepted restitution essentially
ruled out consideration of nore violent offenses where there was not any
clear restitution obligation present. Certain levels of violent crine,
such as robbery or even assault, which mght also involve some possible
property loss to the victim have been included occasionally in VORP
programs, although they represent a very rare referral type.” And yet,
even during the earlier years of VORP devel opment in the United States,
there have been periodic statements by a small nunber of victims of very
violent crime which suggested the rel evance of VORP for such cases.

For exanple, after seeing the VORP project in Elkhart, Indiana
highlighted on the NBC Today Show in an interview with Phil Donahue, a
rape victimcalled the VORP programto ask if there was any chance of
helping her. She had apparently been victimzed several years prior to
that time and had an intense need to confront the person who victim zed
her. G her supportive people in her |ife discouraged this and yet when
she saw VORP highlighted she thought the program could be of assistance.
Staff in the VORP project did find the offender in the Indiana State
Prison but did not proceed any further with the case. Too nuch time had
elapsed from the point at which the offense occurred. The offender was
now preoccupied wth his own feelings of isolation and bitterness related
to his prison experience. o o _

Again during the course of a television interviewin Chicago, a
simlar dynamc occurred. VORP was being highlighted along with the
I'11inois Chapter of Parents of Mirdered Children on a local television
station. During the course of sharing information about each program the
| eaders of Parents Of Mirdered Children in Illinois indicated that theY
coul d see sone real benefits frombeing able to confront the individua
who they believed killed their son. As with so many homicides, there was
an on-going friendship between these two individuals and as parents they
had many questions related to what led up to the killing. Needless to
say, this cane as a very real shock to the VORP representative who had
never even considered the possibility that victims experiencing the very

ainful and traumatic loss of a |oved one mght find assistance in
ringing closure to their pain through direct confrontation with the
erson responsible for the death. On several other occasions, it has been
rought to the attention of this author by victims of violent offenses
such as child abuse, incest and negligent homcide that confrontation wth
the offender, in the presence of a trained nediator, was perceived as very
hel pful to these individuals during their healing process as they
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attenpted to bring a nore healthy closure to the pain and trauma they
experi enced. o o S .

Only two prograns mowdng victim of fender reconciliation services
are known to work with victims of very serious violent offenses. Both are
operated by public sector organizations. The Okl ahoma Departnent of
Corrections Post-Conviction Mediation Program periodically works wth
victins of violent crine, although the vast majority of their cases are
non-violent property offenses. As mentioned previously in this nonograph,
the Genesee County Sheriff's Departnent in upstate New York focuses
exclusively upon violent felony offenses. Specific cases they have worked
with have included incest/rape, attenpted manslaughter,” negligent
homi cide, armed robbery, and crimnal recklessness involving a sniper
shooting of several indi'viduals. As a result of direct interviews wth
several of these victims by the author of this monograph, it becane very
clear that the victimoffender reconciliation process was quite helpful to
these individuals in both getting answers to |ingering questions they had
about the offense and in bringing a greater sense of enmotional closure to
the trauma they experienced. One specific victimwho |ost her hushand
froma drunk driver who was convicted of neg||ﬁent hom cide stated "It was
only at that point at which | confronted the man who killed ny husband
that | was able to nove beyond the bitterness within ny heart and to a
greater sense of peace.”

4 .,Broader Networking

~ The victim of fender reconciliation concept relates to at |east three
maj or  constituencies: corrections; victim assistance; and, dispute
resolution.  Each of these groups has a well-established national network
for sharing information through conferences and newsletters. \Wile many
i ndi vidual progranms providing victim offender reconciliation services, as
wel | as the National VORP Resource Center, have had dial ogue with
representatives of the victimassistance and dispute resol ution novenents,
this has probably not occurred with the frequency necessary to result in
more substantive information sharing and know edge transfer.  In the
coming years it would certainly be desirable if there were an increased
information sharing and coalition activity around conmon issues between
victim of fender reconciliation type of programs and the broader networks
rePresented by the National Organization for VictimAssistance (NOVA), as
wel | as the National Institute for Dispute Resolution

,VORP in Urban/Multi-Cultural Communities

As the victim offender reconciliation concept continues to be
replicated in additional jurisdictions, the question remains as to whether
Vi can be effectively devel oped in larger urban and nul ti-cul tural
settings. There are sone who believe the concept is only workable in
smal ler comunities and primarily white mddle-class areas. Qhers from
large cities have expressed their belief that the basic concept of
mediating victim offender conflict certainly is appropriate in Iar%e
cities and anmong ninority popul ations. These individuals point out the
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need to effectively adapt the basic concept to the unique characteristics
found in larger, more conplex urban settings.
_ Actual experience within the field has found efforts to devel op VORP
in the large urban and multi-cultural jurisdictions of Atlanta, Dallas,
Detroit, Mnneapolis, MIwaukee, Portland (Orego(%s Seattle, and St.
Louis. Wile these devel opments woul d suggest the VORP concept is in fact
wor kabl e in such communities, nearly all of these projects are still in
the early stages of developnent, with significant problens having faced
several. Private community based correctional organizations having to
negotiate referral criteria and procedures with conplex multi-court
systems has been difficult for some. A stronger sense of skepticismas to
the workability of VORP in "the big city”™ by many crimnal justice
officials has confronted many. The higher volume of Crime in general and
violent crine specifically, and therefore greater public fear of
victinzation, nust be addressed by all. Apart fromthe effort in Atlanta
whi ch was ended because of inadequate judicial support and use of the
program all of the above nentioned cities are confronting these and ot her
critical issues in one way or another. .
The experience of these initial efforts to anIy the VORP concept in

| arger urban and nulti-cul tural jurisdictions would suggest the follow ng
strategies need to be considered:

1. Targeting specific neighborhoods within a larger city to
operate a VORP project. This breaks down "the big city" into nore
workabl e units. _ . o .

2. Use of co-mediators, being particularly sensitive to ethnic and
racial diversity wthin the specific neighborhood.

3. Use of neutral community facilities, such as a |ocal
nei ghborhood center, for the site of the actual nediation session.
Victims in one specific large urban comunity strongly expressed
their concern that meeting In the hones of victins, such is
frequently done in VORP projects in smaller comunities, is sinply
not appropriate in large urban settings. There exists a nore
hei ghtened sense of fear and vulnerability anong victins, as well
as the general public, in urban comunities according to these
victins,

4, WIlingness to consider using the VORP technique with certain
violent crinmes such as assault and armed robbery which are rather
conmon in large urban areas. Precisely because of the high volume
of crime in these conmunities, many offenders who comit crines
that  woul d certai nIY receive a prison sentence in smaller
comunities will be placed on probation in bigger cities. A
representative froma neighborhood organization in one specific
big city expressed her concern that while the offense of burglary
mght be very appropriate for a local VORP, it mght be even nore
aPproPHate to Include offenders who are frequently committing
street  robberies and muggings which are terror|2|n? the
nei ghborhood.  She believed the VORP process could help Tocal
residents 8a|_n a greater sense of control over this problem
thereby reducing some of their fear.
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Additional issues facing urban and nulti-cultural jurisdictions
interested in the VORP concept are described in an article by Howard Zehr
which is included in _The VORP Rook, available through the National Victim
O fender Reconciliation Resource Center of the PACT Institute of Justice
in Valparaiso, Indiana

6.,VORP in Other Correctional Settings

~Fromthe early devel opment of VORP in Kitchener, Ontario, through its
replication in various comunities of the United States, V has
primrily operated froma non-residential, comunity base. Only a handfu
of locations are known to either have developed or "are in the process of
consi dering developing VORP within the context of an existing residentia
or halfway house program No projects within crininal institutions are
known to be utilizing the victimoffender reconciliation process within
the United States. However, there is a project in an English prison which
involves surrogate victims in snall Proup sessions with inmates convicted
of related offenses. Rev. Peter Taylor developed this programs Chaplain
at the HM Youth Custody Centre in Rochester, Kent. The intent of these
meetings, which involve each group of victinms and offenders in a series of
four sessions, is to facilitate reconciliation. _ _ .
Consi stent with the primary enphasis upon conflict resolution, it
woul d appear as though the victim offender reconciliation concept may be
considered as a viable program intervention in a wder range of
correctional ~ settings in addition to its traditional use as a
non-residential, community based program This woul d certainly require
further adaptation of the nodel, yet, it may well be able to be creatively
adapted for such settings. Particularly as VORP is considered within
hal fway houses or correctional institutions, the potential for outright
coercion of the offenders to participate and the possibility of utilizing
medi ators who do not represent neutral third parties becones far greater
In addition, other benefits for the offender may have to be exam ned,
since it would appear to be less of an alternative sentence than through
its current use.

7 .Msasurement of Reconciliation

As noted earlier, the difficulty of both clearly defining and
determning measurable indicators of reconciliation of victim offender
conflict remain a significant dilenmm facing the VORP novenent. In order
to nore accurately assess the inpact in resolving some of the conflict
between victins and offenders, far nore work is needed in devel oping
aﬂpropr|ate met hodol ogi cal techniques and measurenments. It seems |ikely

that one or more research projects in the conmng years will address this
i ssue.
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In addition to the six specific issues identified above, perhaps the
most far-reaching potential inplication relates to the very essence of
VORP, that of working at reconciling the conflict between the victins and
of f ender s. There are many within the larPer VORP movement who view VORP
as sinply a nodest reflection of an entirely different system of justice,
one which is rooted in seeking conflict resolution and healing of violated
conmuni ty relationshi Ps rather than ever increasing harsher punishnents
for offenders, with little care being shown to victinms. Howard Zehr, one
of the initial developers of VORP in Ekhart, Indiana, refers to this as
the two paradigms of justice. The ol d paradi gmfocuses upon retributive
'}ustice. The new paradigm of which VORP is but a nirror reflection,
ocuses upon restorative justice.  Many within the crimnal justice field
maght think that this sounds [ike a rather lofty ideal. And yet, the
victim of fender reconciliation process is based upon a very d|ffere_nt
perspective of justice, one that mght well have a far broader synbolic
| npact upon broader crimnal justice systemvalues than the specific
nunber of VORP programs and cases mght suggest.
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APPENDIX A. LIST OF PROGRAMS PROVIDING OR DEVELOPING VICTIM OFFENDER
MEDIATION AND RECONCILIATION SERVICES BY STATE

CALIFORNIA.

VORP of the Central Valley, Inc.
2529 Willow Avenue

Clovis, CA 93612

(209) 291-1120

INDIANA

Community Justice Center: VORP Program
P. 0. Box 149

Anderson, IN 46015

(317) 649-7341

DeKalb County Probation Dept: VORP Program
DeKalb County Courthouse

Auburn, IN 46706

(219) 925-2400

Monroe County Probation Dept: VORP Program
103 N. College, Room 203

Bloomington, IN 47401

(812) 332-4488

Montgomery County Youth Service Bureau:
VORP Program

209 East Pike Street

Crawfordsville, IN 47933

(317) 362-0694

Center for Community Justice
220 W. High Street

Elkhart, IN 46516

(219) 295-6149

Floyd County VORP .

120 West Spring, Suite 120
New Albany, IN 47150
(812) 948-5444

Harrison-Crawford VORP
P. 0. Box 39-

New Salisbury, IN 47161
(812) 347-2098

Hoosier Hills PACT: VORP Program
74 E. Court

Paoli, IN 47454

(812) 723-2621
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INDIANA

Porter County PACT: VORP Program
‘23 E. Lincolnway

Valparaiso, IN 46383

(219) 462-1127

Washington County VORP
105 South High Street
Salem, IN 47167

(812) 883-1959

St. Joseph County Probation Dept: VORP Program
1921 Northside Boulevard

South Bend, IN 46615

(219) 284-9588

KANSAS

Interfaith Offender Concerns Comm: VORP
P. 0. Box 347

Newton, KS 67114

(316) 283-5100

Victim Offender Mediation Services, Inc.
216 E. Second, Room 402
Wichita, KS 67202 (316) 264-5445

Victim Offender Restitution Service
229 South 8th Street

Kansas City, KS 66101

(913) 621-1504

MAINE

Sentencing Options
85 Emery Street
Portland, ME 04102
(207) 722-9548

MASSACHUSETTS

Quincy District Probation: VORP Program
1 Dennis Ryan Parkway

Quincy, MA 02169

(617) 471-1650
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MICHIGAN

Community Based Victim Restitution Program
Team for Justice

1305 E. State Fair

Detroit, MI 48203

(313) 366-0876

Community Justice Alternatives: VORP
P. 0. Box 506

Traverse City, MI 49685

(616) 947-4807

Monroe County Adult Probation
106 E. First Street

Monroe, MI 48161

(313) 243-7124

Victim Offender Reconciliation Program
810 Petoskey

Petoskey, MI 49770

(616) 347-2961

St. Joseph County VORP
26640 Banker Road
Sturgis, MI 49091
(616) 651-7587

MINNESOTA

Justice System Volunteer Program
Olmsted Courthouse

Rochester, MN 55454

(507) 285-8108

Minnesota Citizens Council: VORP Program
1427 Washington Avenue S.

Minneapolis, MN 55454

(612) 340-5432

MISSOURI

Juvenile Probation Department
625 26th Street

Kansas City, MO 64108

(816) 474-3606

MAT Neighborhood Justice Center: VORP
1118 North Grand

St. Louis, MO 63106

(314) 531-3164
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MONTANA

BETA Alternatives: V.0.R.S. Program
208 N. 29th, Suite 226-7

Billings, MT 59101

(406) 259-9695

NORTH CAROLINA

One Step Further

1105 E. Wendover Avenue
Greensboro, NC 27406
(919) 273-5667

REPAY: Victim & Community Restitution
P. 0. Box 816

Marganton, NC 28655

(704) 438-9706

NEW_YORK

Genesee County Sheriff's Department: C.S./V.A.
P. 0. Box 151

Batavia, NY 14020

(716) 344-2556

OHIO

Allen County Victim Offender Services
P. 0. Box 962 '
Lima, OH 45802
(419) 222-8666

OKLAHOMA

P.C. Victim/Offender Mediation Program
3400 North Eastern Avenue

Oklahoma City, OK 73136

(405) 427-6511

OKEGON

VORP of Linn County
330 5th Avenue, S.W.
Albany, OR 97321
(503) 928-5323

VORP of Multnoma County
3600 S.E. 28th Avenue
Portland, OR 97202
(503) 235-9019
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OREGON

VORP of Benton County

P. 0. Box 1222 - 602 S.W. Madison
Corvallis, OR 97339 :
(503) 757-8677

VORP of Marion County
1045 Candlewood Dr., N.E.
Salem, OR 97303

(503) 390-2230

VORP of Polk County

12780 Clow Corner Road

Dallas, OR 97338
(503) 623-3344

TEXAS

Dallas County Juvenile Dept: Mediation Program
4711 Harry Hines Boulevard

Dallas, TX 75235

(214) 920-7700

VERMONT

Vermont Department of Corrections
39043 Pearl Street., Room 305A
Burlington, VT 05401

(802) 863-7350

Woodbury Associates
659 Elm

Montpelier, VT 05602
(802) 229-0516

WASHINGTON

Victim Offender Reconciliation Program
4759 15th Avenue, N.E.

Seattle, WA 98105

(206) 525-1213

WISCONSIN
Benedict Center for Criminal Justice: VORP
1027 North Ninth Street

Milwaukee, WI 53233
(414) 347-1774
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WISCONSIN

Legal Assistance to Institutionalized Persons
905 University Avenue

Madison, WI 53715

(608) 262-1002

Rock Valley Community Corrections
P. 0. Box 932

Beloit, WI 53511

(608) 362-4690

St. Francis Community Program
922 Ferry Street

LaCrosse, WI 54601

(608) 782-8008
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APPENDIX B.

FOLLOW-UP VICTIM OFFENDER MEETINGS
by Mark S. Umbreit

~ Wile one intended inpact of VORP upon the [arger
crimnal justice systemis hopefully to either reduce the
use of incarceration for selected offenders or to have an
i mpact on reducing the length of probation supervision, the
more human inpact of mediating victim offender conflict and
encouraging reconciliation renmains a prinmary focus of VORP
Wth rare exceptions, this process of reconciliation usually
involves up to a one hour meeting between the victim and
of fender, preceded by individual neetings with both the
victimand offender. One could certainly raise the question
of whether or not we are being rather presunptuous to think
that we can nediate victim offender conflict and facilitate
reconciliation in essentially a one hour face-to-face
neeting.. The more cynical within the crimnal justice
field mght suggest that this sounds very simlar to like
the very paﬁula(ized."scared straight" prograns of severa
years ago when juvenile delinquents were brought into
maxi mum security Br|sons_and exposed to some verK har sh
prison realities by convicts. he scared straight programs
were hiped up as being tremendously effective in changing
juvenile delinquency behavior and yet later research
I ndicated that they had very |ittle inpact at all.
Cbviously, the intervention of a scared straight type of
programis verK different than that of VORP. On the
ot herhand, perhaps there is a |esson to learn fromthe
scared straight program with its overhyped inpact upon the
crimnal justice system |f our primary goal in V Is to
reconcile the conflict between victinms and offenders,
particularly those that may be facing jail or prison tineg,
what makes us believe that one relatively short face-to-face
encounter between the victim and offender is sufficient for
this reconciliation process?

The purpose of this article is to stinulate discussion
within the network of VORP practitioners related to both the
possi bl e benefits and problenms associated with attenpting to
strengthen the reconciliation process _through use of
followup victim of fender neet|n?s. This article draws upon
several discussions among PACT staff, as well as the direct
experience, | have had in using followup meetings in four of
the last five cases in which | served as a mediator in
Porter County.

In order to strenqthen the process of reconciliation
and personal accountability of the offender to his or her
victim it would seem as though one or nore follow up
meetings between the victimand offender could play a very
significant role. These followup neetings would be very
different than the initial neeting. They would probably be
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| ess of the structured nediation required in the initial
VORP neeting and nore of an informal review of _

i npl ementation of the terns of the contract, discussion of
any problens that have arisen and sinply sharing "small
talk" if the victimand offender feel so noved.

The need for and wllingness to have foIIom&uP meet i ngs
woul d certainly be tenpered by the actual anount o
restitution to be paid. If only a verK smal | anmount of
noney is owed, a followup neeting mght not seem
apPropr|ate. On the other hand, Tf a larger amount is due,
fol | owup sessions (md-contract and close-out neetings)
could be quite helpful.

Possi bl e benefits of one or nore followup victim
of fender neetings mght include:

1) The goal of personalizing the accountability of
the offender to the victimwould certainly seemto be
strengthened by follow up neetings.

o 2) The goal of breaking down the stereotypes that
victins and offenders have of each other (i.e., humanizing
the process) would also seemto be  strengthened

~3) Mnitoring conpletion of the agreed upon
restitution contract would be facilitated by follow up
meet i ngs.

o 4) It would be easier to learn of any problens
arising on the offenders part related to restitution payment
if there were two schedul ed foll owup neetings.

There are some difficulties that mght occur through
the use of followup meetings. Some of These could be:

1) Followup neetings maght require nore
staff/volunteer tinme.

2) What if victins and offenders sinply don't want
to meet a second or third tine?

~3) Wuld followup nmeetings sinply be a hassle for
the victim and of fender?

4) |f an existing VORP program already has a huge
casel oad, there sinmply mght not be tine.

_ own experience in using foIIom&uP_V|ct|n1offender
meetings suggests that perhaps the best tine to introduce
this into the VORP process is toward the end of those VORP
sessions which result in a nutually agreeable restitution



contract. To introduce this prior to the victimand =

of fender directly experiencing sone degree of reconciliation
through face to face nediation is probably very_prenature

and not likely to result in wllingness to participate in

fol lowup sessions. In four of ny last five VORP cases
introduction of the preference for one or mote follow up
meetings after agreement upon a restitution contract was
secured flowed very naturally. Agreement by both the victim
and offender did not appear to be a hassle.

, The type of mord|n? | used was along the follown
lines. "In cases like This where an acceptable formo
restitution paynent has been agreed upon; we prefer to have
both of you nmeet briefly in the near future to see how
things are going and work out any problens that may have
arisen related to restitution payment. W also prefer to
neet upon conpletion of the restitution contract in order to
make the fina pa%nent and to answer an¥_rena|n|n
questions.” | then asked both the victins and offenders
how they felt about this and if these two additiona
meetingS were acceptable. Had one or the other felt
unconfortable with this, | would have first proposed sinply
one followup neeting and if this was also clearly
unacceptabl e the issue would be dropped. As it turned out,
in all four cases the issue of one or nore fol|ow up
neetings was quite acceptable. In fact, the first
md-contract neeting in each case involved the offender
br|n%|ng_the first payment of restitution to give directly
to the victim

t
0
S

As one considers the possibility of followup victim
of fender neetings, the issue of what™ precisely the agenda

for such neetings would be beconmes very inportant. he
aPenda for the md-contract neeting would seemto be very
clear. It would consist of literally reviewng

i mpl ementation of the initially signed restitution contracts
and, if any problems have arisen in terns of payment of
restitution, different alternative solutions ftor dealmg\h
with this problem could be discussed and a%reed upon.  Were
al | owabl e, actual payment of a portion of the restitution
could occur during this neet|n?. The agenda for the

cl ose-out neeting is probably Tess clear because the nature
of this session Ts very synbolic, in terms of closure for
both the victimand offender. Once again, final payment and
review of the restitution contract could occur to nmake sure
that there are no |oose ends remaining. A discussion
related to how both the victim and offender now feel many
months after initially meeting each other could be

encour aged.
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_ In both the md-contract and close-out neetings there
is clearly a secondary agenda present. \Wile the specific
content of what being discussed (payment of restitution)
is very inportant, the process of sinply facilitating the
victimand of fender dealing with each other as people,
rather than in the roles of victimand pffenderg I's very

I nportant, Because of this, seen1ng|y irrel evant conments
related to "small talk" should not only be allowed but

encour aged.

For those local VORPs committed to trying the use of
followup nmeetings nore consistently, which includes the
VORP projects currently operated by PACT in six counties of
I ndi ana, several inplenentation strategies will need to
occur. First, additional recruitment of volunteer mediators
will be required. Second, additional training of current
VORP program staff. Third, existing training materials for
volunteers will need to be nodified. And forth, actual VORP
case managenent procedures will need to be nodified to
operate on the presunption that those cases which result in
a signed agreenment will also involve one or nore followup
meetings, unless the victimor offender are very opposed to
doi ng such.

In summary, the very goal that many VORP practitioners
are the nost coomtted to, that of reconciliation, m ght
wel | be significantly strengthened through the use of one or

more followup victim offender neetings. From ny
perspective, the four recent VORP cases where | served as

medi at or have certainly lent support to this process.

-53-



APPENDIX C.  SUMMARY OF VORP PROCESS; MEETING AGENDA; FORMS OF RESTITUTION

VORP_PROCESS

1) Phone O fender

2) Meet with O fender

3) Phone Victim (would have received letter)

4) Meet with Victim

5) Arrange VORP Meeting

6) Plan VORP Meeting

7) Conduct VORP Meeting

8) Schedule Md-Contract Review Meeting (at the end of initial VORP Meeting)
) Wite Report/Fill Qut Evaluation

) Return Case Material to VORP Office

1) Conduct Md-Contract Review Meeting
)
)

Conduct O ose-Qut Meeting
Submt Report on Fol |l owUp Meetings

SUGGESTED VORP MEETI NG AGENDA

1) Introduce Everyone

2) Explain Your Role as Mediator

3) Explain Procedures, Lay Gound Rules
4) Review Facts & Feelings

5) Discuss/Negotiate Restitution

6) Restate Restitution Agreement & Sign
7) Schedule Md-Contract Review Meeting

(unless victimis opposed)
8) (ose Meeting
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FORMS OF RESTITUTION

Financial Paynent to Victim

Wrk for Victim

Wrk for Victims Choice of Charity

Financial Payment to Victims Choice of Charity
O fender Enrollnent in Treatnent Program

Conbi nation of Above
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APPENDIX D.

FLOW CHART OF VORP PROCESS

Referral from
Probation
Department

Client
Intake
Process

Assignment
to VORP
Volunteer

Preliminary
Meetings with
Offender and
Victim

VORP
Joint
Meeting

Closing off
Volunteer
Work

Case Monitor-
ing & Termin-
ation Process

(From The VORP Book: Chapter II)

THE VORP PROCESS SUMMARY

a. Probation Officer fills out referral
b. VORP staff pick up referral

a. Assign Case number b. Fill out Input Log
¢. Check and fill out Client File d. Make and file new
Case Record e. Send Victim Letter f. Send Progress
Report

a. Prepare Case Packet b. Put name/date on Case
Record c. Fill out Volunteer Card d. File Case
Record e. Send Progress Report

a. Volunteer phone contacts victim b. Volunteer
schedules/holds meeting with victim c. Volunteer
gives and reviews program/criteria d. Still ap-
propriate and wishes to continue

a. Volunteer phone contact offender b. Volunteer
schedules/holds meeting with offender c¢. Volunteer
gives and reviews program/criteria d. Still ap-
propriate and wishes to continue

a. Volunteer schedules meeting b. Volunteer ex-
plains goals and ground rules c. Offender explains
actions d. Victim expresses feelings e. Victim and
offender ask questions f. Contract decided on and
filled out g. Victim, offender and volunteer sign con-
tract

a. Volunteer writes Final Report b. Volunteer fills
out Evaluation Form c. Volunteer retums Case
Packet d. Volunteer is debriefed by Volunteer coor-
dinator

a. Fill out Case Record b. Fill out Output Log c. Fill
out Volunteer File Card d. Prepare Final Report

e. Send Final Report and Contract to Probation

f. File Case Record in Restitution Pending g. File
case in Case File h. Restitution is paid i. Notify Pro-
bation j. File Case Record in Case File



APPENDIX E. NATIONAL VORP MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

1

2 Case 10. No. .. _ _ .

3. Date Accepted ___/____/___ (13-18)

. Program _..._...— . (1-2)

Foo e o . (3-12)
(Ottender/Year/Victim)

(MonthvDay/Year)

OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS

4

10.

11.

12.

13.

. Sex ___ (19)
1 Female
2 Male

Race . (20)
Asian

Black
Caucasian
Natve Amer.
Hispanic
Other

POV EWN -

Age _ .  (21-22)

Pnor Convictions ____. (23)
1 Yes
2 No

Prior Incarceration ____ (24)
(as part of a sentence)
1 VYes
2 No

Most serious current offense
convicted _ .. . (25)
(See Code Guide]

Category of Ottense ____ (26)
1 Misdemeanor
2 Felony

Pre-trial detention this offense ___ (27)
1 Yes
2 No

Most senous current charge
[DIVERSION CASES] _ (28)
(See Code Guide]

Source of referral _____ (29)
1 Delense Counsel S Prosecutor
2 Offender 6 Victim
3 Judge 7 Probation Office
4 Other community 8 Police
institution

. Point in C.J.S. process ____ (30)
1 NotinCJdS. 4 Post-sentence
2 Pre-tnal S Amended sentence
3 Post-convicfion, Pre-sentence

CASE CLOSING INFORMATION

29. Dateclosed ____/__/ ___ (81-86)

30. Type of termination: ___ (87)
Successtul

Successtul, amended contract
Unsuccesstul
Unsuccesstul, special circumstances

A WRN -

16.

17.

18

19.

21.

24.

25.

27.

. Victim/Offender meeting heid ____ (31)

1 Number of Asian ___ (41)
2 Number of Black ____ (42)
3 Number of Caucasian ____ (43)
4 Number of Native Amer. ____ (44)
S Number of Mispanic ____ (45)
6 Number of Other __ (46)
. Victims-SEX
1 Number of female _ (47)
2 Number of male ___ (48)
Victims-RACE
1 Number of Asian ___ (49)
2 Number of Black _____ (S0)
3 Number of Caucasian ____ (51)
4 Number of Native Amer. ____ (52)
S Number of Hispanic —_ (53)
6 Number of Other ___ (54)
. Victims-TYPE ___ (55)
1  Institution/Business
2 Personal/Family
. Contract signed ___ (56)

. Hrs. personal service agreed o ____ (65-67)

MEETING INFORMATION

Yes

No, victim unwilkng

No, offender unwilling

No, victim not located

No, offender not located

No, situstion resolved prior 10 meeting

P aWLN -

Date of initisl meeting ___/__/____ (32-37)

men(s)smm ing meeting ___ (38)
1

2 Community volunteer

3 Both

Mediators - SEX
1 Number of females ____ (39)
2 Number of males ___ (40)

Mediators - RACE

Yes

No, victim unwilling

No. offender unwilling
Resolved without contract

8 LN -

Nature of contract
" **[CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]""
1 Monetary payment _____ (57)
2 Personal service —__ (58)
3 Community service ____ (59)
4 Behavorisl ____ (60)

Amt. of restitution agreed 10 $. (61-64)

Hrs. community service agreed to ____ (68-70)
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31. Number of informal contacts ____ (88)

32. Number of formal fotlow-up meetings ____ (89)
33. Restitutionpaid S (90-93)

34. Hrs. personal service ._____ (94-96)

35 Hrs community service (97-99)



APPENDIX F, SAMPLE VORP CONTRACT

VORP Case #:
Victim Ofender Restitution Agreenent

Victinms Nane:
Offender's Nane:

O fense:

Date of offense:

The fol lowing individuals have net and discussed the above offense and have agreed
to the follow ng:

() Payment by the offender of $ infull by
Conditions or repayment schedule:

( ) Hours of work by the offender for infull by
Condi tions or schedul e:

() Oher agreenments (describe precisely):

() No agreenent is possible at this time. The matter will be referred back
to probation or the court.

() The parties to this agreement will meet during the month(s) of
to review progress towards conpleting the

agr eement .

' understand that this contract is subject to the approval or disapproval of the
court or probation department.

W further understand that failure to abide by the terms of this agreenent rTBK
rfefsulé| in further court action, either delinquent/crimnal or civil against the
of f ender.

O fender Dat e Victim Dat e

VORP Medi at or Dat e Victim Dat e
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APPENDIX G. SAMPLE VORP ROLE PLAY

VORP- ROLE PLAY #3 (Home Burglary)

Medi at or #3

Don & Kathy WIliams had their honme broken into by a 19 year old
young man who turned out to be their neighbor. They have lived in this
community for nearly 20 years. They took pride in their neighborhood
and tried to help others whenever they could. Knowing that Jim Ericson
and his wife were-having a2 rough time making it, the Williams hired Jim
jo do some odd jobs around the house. When they found out that it was

Jim who broke into their home and took money and other valuable items,
they were angry, hurt and felt betrayed.

Precisely because of this, they were not eager to neet with Jim
In fact, they refused to meet with himinitially and only agreed after
several weeks of further contenplation of the idea

JimEricson had several mnor incidents with the police as a
juvenile, but he had never gotten in any serious trouble. About a
year ago he married his highschool sweetheart and they were renting
a hone next to Don and Kathy WIliams. He had tried over and over
to get a fulltine job but was unable to. He worked part-time at mninum
wage unloading trucks at a nearby factory. Feeling the pressure of finan-
cial needs for hinself and his wife and follow ng an evening of drinking,
Jimbroke into the Wllians home and stole  $100.00 in cash, a rare
coin collection, and their wedding bands. Within two days he was caught
when the police came to his home. He immediately admitted his guilt and
felt ashamed of what he had done. He knew he would be punished. Having
al ready served 60 days in the State Prison and experiencing some of the
violence of prison life, he was now eager to right the wong he had done
to the Wlliams through the VORP program and yet, he was quite anxious
about the actual face-to-face nmeeting with the Wllianms, uncertain of
how they woul d respond
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VORP_ROLE PLAY #3 (Home Burglary)

Victim#3

You are Don and Kathy WIlians who have lived in this comunity
for 20 years. You take pride in your neighborhood and try to help others
when you can. Knowi ng that your neighbor Jim Ericson and his wife are
having a rough tine making it as a young couple, you hire Jimto do odd
jobs, since you know he is only enployed part tine.

Wi le you were away one weekend, your house was broken into
$100. 00 cash was stolen, along with a valuable coin collection and your
weddi ng bands. Both of you are particularly upset because these itens,
other than the cash, are irreplaceable. Wen you find out that Jim
Ericson was the offender, you feel angry, hurt and betrayed

You are not eager to meet with Jim In fact, you initially
refused to participate in VORP. It was only after you were given several

additional weeks to think it over that you finally agreed.
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VORP ROLE PLAY #3 (Home Burglary)

Offender #3.

You are Jim Ericson, age nineteen. Wile you had several m nor
brushes with the law as a juvenile, you have never been involved in any
serious crimnal behavior. About a year ago you narried your high school
sweet heart. Despite continuous job applications, you have only been part-
time enployed at mninmum wage unloading trucks at a local factory. It
has been hard paying bills, although the money earned by doing odd jobs
for your neighbors, Don and Kathy WIliams, has hel ped. Feeling increasingly
frustrated and well aware of sone valuable coins in the Wllians's house,
you decide to break into the house that evening, knowi ng that no one is
home.  The six pack you just finished off triggered this decision. After
all, you have got to take care of your famly.

Several weeks later you are arrested by the police when they cone to
your house. You admt your guilt and feel ashaned.

The Judge sentences you to 60 days in prison, 2 years probation and
participation in VORP.

Having just been released fromprison, you are eager but al so scared

to nmeet the Wlliams and repay the damage you caused
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